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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. GUTKNECHT).

f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 12, 2000

I hereby appoint the Honorable GIL GUT-
KNECHT to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

All powerful God, may we prove our-
selves responsible for the task You set
before us this day as Your servants.

We accomplish Your holy will when,
as we persevere in doing good, we put
to silence the idle chatter of the fool-
ish.

May great works of justice rise from
us to drown out all negativity and dis-
content.

Let us live as free people never using
our freedom as a pretext for evil.

Rather, as servants of God, may we
honor all people, love the communities
we serve and fear—only You, now and
forever. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Chair’s approval of
the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question are post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. TERRY led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

REA REDIFER

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, today I
would like to congratulate a con-
stituent of mine, Mr. Rea Redifer, an
artist of the Brandywine tradition, on
a lifetime of artistic accomplishment.

Mr. Redifer, who comes from Chester
County, Pennsylvania, is a water-
colorist, but he is also a writer and
filmmaker who has focused his work
around the life of Abraham Lincoln and
the Civil War. He has won literary
awards and even an Oscar nomination
for his work.

His portraits of Lincoln are favorites
of mine. A print of one hangs in my of-

fice. His paintings capture not only the
likeness of Lincoln, but also the soul of
the man. In Mr. Redifer’s images we
can see both the sadness and moral for-
titude of the President.

I am glad to have arranged an exhibit
of Mr. Redifer’s work to be displayed in
the Capitol for the next couple of
weeks in the Rotunda of the Cannon
House Office Building. I encourage all
of my colleagues, congressional staff,
and tourists to take a few moments to
stop by and enjoy Mr. Redifer’s fine ar-
tistic accomplishments.

Again, I congratulate Mr. Redifer on
his wonderful artworks, and thank him
for sharing them with us here at the
Capitol.

f

INTERNATIONAL ABDUCTION
(Mr. LAMPSON asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, on June
29 and July 6 two articles appeared in
the Washington Post about Joseph
Cooke and his fight to regain custody
of his two children.

Both articles, in error, stated that
Joseph Cooke, whose children have
been held in German foster care for
over 8 years, was recently allowed a 2-
hour visit. Unfortunately, Joseph did
not get to see his children. However,
his mother, Patricia, did get to see her
grandchildren, but did so at a dras-
tically limited time.

For 8 years this family struggled si-
lently, attempting to bring about jus-
tice on their own. In February, Joseph
joined me at an event where for the
first time he spoke publicly about the
abduction and wrongful retention of
his children. It was a difficult day, but
one that led to the outpouring of sup-
port and attention from the media and
the American public that this issue de-
serves.

The retaliation by the German Youth
Authority and the Weh family, and
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their attempts to control the behavior
of wronged American parents, is ex-
actly why we need to continue pressing
for action on this issue. We cannot let
American parents be bullied into keep-
ing their mouths shut. The German
Youth Authority should be ashamed of
itself for using access to one’s children
as a means to avoid bad press.

f

THE MEANING OF THE TERM ‘‘A
DO-NOTHING CONGRESS’’

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I
have been wrestling with the phrase of
‘‘a do-nothing Congress.’’ If by ‘‘doing
nothing’’ the Democrats mean that we
are protecting the social security trust
fund from being raided to pay for other
big government programs, then they
are right.

Or if they mean we have stopped
racking up the national debt and bor-
rowing money from our children, yes, I
guess they are right there, too.

If they call us ‘‘the do-nothing’’ Con-
gress because we have worked to lower
taxes on married couples and our Na-
tion’s seniors, then I guess they are
right there.

But if the Democrats’ best argument
for saying that we do not do anything
is that we have worked to restrain Fed-
eral spending, to protect the retire-
ment security for seniors, stop increas-
ing taxes on hard-working Americans,
then I am willing to take that as a
compliment from my friends on the
other side.

f

UNCLE SAM GIVES MONEY AND
TECHNOLOGY WHICH CHINA
USES TO THREATEN AMERICA

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, let us
see if this makes sense: Uncle Sam
gives billions to Russia, Russia uses
our money to build missiles and war-
ships, Russia then sells those missiles
and warships to China, China then
aims those Russian-made missiles,
built with American cash, back at
Uncle Sam.

Now, if that is not enough to ignite
our plutonium, Uncle Sam is about to
give more billions to Russia. I ask, is
Uncle Sam a masochist or what, here?

The truth is, the policy ‘‘Trust but
Verify’’ has turned into ‘‘Pay and
Pray.’’ Beam me up. I yield back Chi-
na’s buying and spying and Russia’s
crying and lying.

f

AMERICA MUST PERSEVERE IN
DEVELOPING A MISSILE DE-
FENSE SYSTEM

(Mr. WICKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, persever-
ance is a good thing, especially when it
comes to national security. When our
children fall off their bikes, we teach
them to try again. When the Wright
Brothers moved to Kittyhawk with a
dream of flying, it took them 3 years of
effort before their first flight. When
President Kennedy set the goal of put-
ting a man on the moon, it took us 8
years before Neil Armstrong took one
giant leap for mankind.

We must now have the same perse-
verance toward developing a missile
defense system. We have had three
tests, the most recent of which was a
disappointment, but the need to defend
ourselves has not disappeared. Iran and
North Korea are not going to stop de-
veloping nuclear weapons, and we
should not stop developing a defense
for a missile attack.

With determination and American in-
genuity, we can develop a national mis-
sile defense system. I urge the Presi-
dent not to tie the hands of future ad-
ministrations. We must persevere be-
cause the safety of Americans is at
stake.

f

POLITICS OVER POLICY IN THE
PRESIDENT’S OIL RESERVE
STRATEGY?

(Mr. TERRY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, this ad-
ministration has now proposed stock-
piling 2 million barrels of heating oil
for the Northeast. He justifies using
our Strategic Petroleum Reserve,
which is our Nation’s national security
emergency oil reserve, because of a
‘‘national emergency facing the North-
east.’’

Mr. Speaker, I believe the national
emergency seems to be that a certain
senatorial candidate cannot get above
43 percent in the polls.

There is no arguing that the oil re-
serves are low, but at the same time,
the price of natural gas has doubled
across this Nation, which is the pri-
mary heating source in my State of Ne-
braska. The President has never visited
Nebraska, but let me assure this ad-
ministration that it is also cold in Ne-
braska.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
can decide if this is another example of
politics over policy.

f

THE MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY, AN
INJUSTICE IN OUR TAX CODE

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I am
here today to talk about an injustice
that exists in our current Tax Code.
Mr. Speaker, I am referring to the mar-
riage penalty tax. This insensitive pro-

vision actually increases taxes by up to
$1,400 on working Americans like Ron
and Judy Kingman out in rural Nevada,
taxes on them simply because they
chose to get married. How unfair can it
be?

Mr. Speaker, over 25 million Amer-
ican couples are currently subjected to
this tax. We can do better and we will
do better. These couples should be able
to use that tax overpayment toward a
downpayment on a home, child care ex-
penses, or investment for their own re-
tirement. This money does not belong
to the IRS, it belongs to our families
and they deserve to get it back.

This week we have the opportunity
to ease the marriage tax burden for
married couples in this country. I urge
my colleagues across the aisle to join
in our Republican efforts to end the
marriage tax penalty.

Let us do the right thing. Let us re-
form this tax. Let us eliminate the
marriage tax penalty.

f

URGING MEMBERS’ SUPPORT FOR
LEGISLATION TO IMPROVE
SCIENCE AND MATH EDUCATION
IN AMERICA

(Mr. EHLERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, America
is a wonderful country. I am very
proud of the U.S.A. We are the best
country in so many different ways. And
I believe we should be the best in ev-
erything. We have the resources, the
knowledge, and the energy to achieve
it.

Today I want to mention one thing in
which we are not the best. In fact, we
are letting our kids down. The major-
ity of jobs available today in our econ-
omy are jobs in science, math, engi-
neering, technology, and, of course,
computers. Yet, our science and math
education in this country is among the
worst of the developed countries, as
demonstrated by test after test. Nine-
ty-three percent of Americans are
aware of this and say that they want
better math and science education.

I happen to be a nuclear physicist. I
have also worked in elementary school
science education. Because of this, and
because of my concern about education
in this country, I have sponsored three
bills which will improve math and
science education in this country. I
urge my colleagues to join me by co-
sponsoring these bipartisan bills; I
guarantee they will help to improve
math and science education in this
country, and should make us the inter-
national leader in this category, just as
we are in so many others.

I urge Members’ support of these
bills. Join with me and Governor
George Bush in advocating improve-
ment of math and science education in
this country.
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MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY
(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to ask a simple question: What
has the support of the Republican
party and the support of 80 percent of
the American people? The answer is
very simple, the repeal of the marriage
tax penalty.

This ridiculous tax provision forces
25 million couples to pay an average of
$1,400 each in extra taxes every year
just because they are married for a
working family. This $1,400 would be
used to buy a home computer or used
for 3 months of childcare, but instead
of using this money for their family,
these couples are forced to give it to
the government.

Our Nation was founded in part be-
cause our Founding Fathers grew tired
of unfair and ridiculous taxes. Well, I
can think of no more unfair or ridicu-
lous tax than the marriage tax penalty.
This penalty must be repealed.

Surely everyone can agree that mar-
ried couples should not be subject to
extra taxes just because they are mar-
ried. Married Americans deserve to be
treated fairly. Let us repel the mar-
riage tax penalty today.

f

MARRIAGE PENALTY
(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked

and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, today the House is going to
vote to end the marriage penalty.
Right now married couples pay more in
taxes than two single people living to-
gether; that is just not right.

Washington must stop penalizing the
cornerstone of the American family.
We should encourage marriage, not pe-
nalize it. We must restore families and
the American dream.

Last year, President Clinton labeled
the marriage penalty relief risky and
even vetoed it. This year Democrats
are encouraging him to veto it again.
In my district alone, this bill will help
end the marriage penalty for over
150,000 Americans. The President and
his Democrat friends should stop play-
ing election-year politics.

I say to the President, why do you
not help us put American families
first? Let us do it now.

f

STEPS TO PROTECT AND
PRESERVE SOCIAL SECURITY

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, in Sa-
vannah, we are blessed. My wife’s
grandmother, 97-year-old Betty
Carswell is still alive and in good
health. She is on Social Security and
she needs it.

When I was a boy, growing up down
the street my good friend Ross Fox’s
dad died, and when he died, leaving
Mrs. Fox with two young boys to take
care of, Social Security was there to
protect them. Yet today Social Secu-
rity is in trouble.

By the year 2030, it will be out of
money. There are six positive steps we
can take, however, to protect and pre-
serve Social Security. Number one is to
have some principles, to say that the
benefits for current retirees and near
retirees will not be increased; number
two, to lock away the Social Security
surplus so that the money will not be
spent on roads and bridges but used
only for Social Security; number three,
taxes for Social Security should not be
increased; number four, the govern-
ment should not invest Social Security
funds in the stock market; number
five, modernization of Social Security
should not change the disability and
survivors’ components for friends like
Ross Fox, who lose their loved one,
their parents; number six, a portion of
the Social Security account should be
personalized so that younger people on
a voluntary basis would have the op-
tion of putting theirs in an interest-
bearing account which earns more
money than Social Security.

Mr. Speaker, we can do this. We can
have a good voluntary program to set
up to protect and preserve Social Secu-
rity. Our seniors need this and our fu-
ture generations.

f

HOPE AND PRAY FOR PEACE IN
THE MIDDLE EAST

(Mr. CARDIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
express appreciation to President Clin-
ton for bringing together the prime
minister of Israel, Mr. Barak, and Mr.
Arafat at Camp David. I know that we
all hope and pray for peace in the Mid-
dle East. Mr. Barak has shown tremen-
dous courage in putting peace first, in
trying to find a way in which we can
find true and lasting peace in the Mid-
dle East.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that Mr. Arafat
and Mr. Barak will understand the his-
torical significance of this meeting and
will take advantage of this opportunity
so that at least we can look forward to
the future of peace in the Middle East.

f

OUTRAGEOUSLY HIGH DRUG
PRICES

(Mr. GUTKNECHT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to talk about an issue that every
senior citizen knows about and, frank-
ly, if we have had town hall meetings,
we know about it as well, and that is
outrageously high drug prices. My 82-
year-old father, for example, takes a

drug called Coumadin. It is a blood
thinner. In the United States, the aver-
age price for that drug is $30.25, but the
Europeans for the same drug made in
the same plant under the same FDA
approval pay only $2.85.

Mr. Speaker, in the information age,
we can no longer keep this secret.
Americans are paying double, triple
and sometimes quadruple the prices
that people around the rest of the
world are paying for the same drugs,
and it would be easy for us to say
shame on the pharmaceutical compa-
nies. But the truth of the matter is this
administration has had 8 years and
what have they done about this? Well,
they have sent thousands of threat-
ening letters to senior citizens when
they tried to import legal drugs into
the United States.

Shame on the FDA. Shame on our
Justice Department and shame on us.
It is time for this Congress to take ac-
tion to make certain that American
senior citizens have access to world
market prices for prescription drugs
that they need. No senior should have
to choose between getting the food
they need and the drugs that they need
as well.

f

STRIKE THE GAG RULE

(Mrs. MALONEY of New York asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, the gag rule has created a pol-
icy that increases the number of abor-
tions and it also threatens the lives of
many young women.

Last year, this body added in law an
international family planning gag rule
for other countries that is unconstitu-
tional in America. What happened?
Thousands of young women were de-
nied the information they needed to
plan or postpone their pregnancies, so
thousands of 13-year-old girls, 14-year-
old girls and 15-year-old girls got un-
safe and often fatal abortions.

These abortions could have been pre-
vented. No U.S. funds are used for abor-
tions. International family planning
saves women’s lives so we should all
support on both sides of the aisle an ef-
fort to strike the gag rule.

f

PERSONAL LOCKBOX BILL

(Mr. SANFORD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I just
wanted to bring to everybody’s atten-
tion the fact that today I am intro-
ducing a bill called the personal
lockbox bill. I think it is built on com-
mon sense, because one of the things I
have consistently heard from folks
back home is the very simple idea that
the first part of saving Social Security
is making sure that Social Security
taxes stay with Social Security. That
is what this bill does because it takes
the Social Security surplus, whatever
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that happens to be, and simply rebates
it back to the people paying Social Se-
curity taxes, not to go out and fix up
the car or buy a refrigerator with it
but instead to go into their own per-
sonal Social Security savings account
that would be held by a fiduciary like
the local bank.

Mr. Speaker, the individual could not
get their hands on the money until
they turn 65, but they would get a
monthly statement and for the first
time, because of the private property
rights that come with an account like
that, for the first time have a firewall
created between political forces in D.C.
and their Social Security surplus.

f

DEFENSE OF NATIONAL MISSILE
DEFENSE

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in support of our
National Missile Defense System. Last
Saturday, the Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization conducted a flight test
over the Pacific. Unfortunately, a mis-
sile anomaly occurred which had noth-
ing to do with the concept being tested.
The booster simply did not separate
from the kill vehicle and, therefore,
the kill vehicle was not freed so that it
could function.

Opponents of a National Missile De-
fense System thus have no basis for
saying we should abandon our efforts.
This was only the third of 19 planned
tests. Successes and failures are to be
expected as we perfect any defense sys-
tem. This was not a concept failure.

Mr. Speaker, developing a missile de-
fense system is one of the most civ-
ilized things we can do. When deployed,
and God forbid, we need to use it, it
only protects. It protects the people we
love and does not destroy our enemy.
This is the ultimate in defense.

Mr. Speaker, the so-called rogue na-
tions are developing their capabilities
to attack our people. As outlined by
the Constitution, we, in Congress, have
the obligation to provide for the de-
fense of this country. We must go for-
ward. We should not yield to political
pressures. We must develop the Na-
tional Missile Defense System.

f

U.S. ATTACKED BY KOFI ANNAN
AT NOTRE DAME COMMENCEMENT

(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, in this
year’s commencement speech at Notre
Dame, Kofi Annan, the head of the
United Nations, bitterly attacked the
United States.

He said the U.S. was one of the ‘‘least
generous’’ Nations in helping the
world’s poor. Actually, the exact oppo-
site is true. No nation on the face of
this Earth has even come close to the

U.S. in what it has given to poor people
around the world.

Mr. Annan called the U.S. ‘‘shame-
ful.’’ Actually, U.S. taxpayers pay one-
fourth of all U.N. costs and most of the
costs of the so-called U.N. peace-
keeping missions.

Mr. Speaker, most of our tax money
for the U.N. is wasted to pay high sala-
ries to U.N. bureaucrats who pay no
Federal income taxes.

Interestingly, Mr. Annan has refused
to release a copy of his financial disclo-
sure as required by law or a copy of his
own personal charitable giving for the
past 5 years as requested by the Free-
dom Alliance.

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Annan is the one
who should be ashamed, not U.S. tax-
payers.

f

SKYROCKETING GASOLINE PRICES

(Mr. SCHAFFER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, it is a
great time of year to vacation in beau-
tiful Colorado, but gas prices are still
high. Energy Secretary Bill Richardson
is on record saying that the Clinton-
Gore administration was ‘‘caught nap-
ping’’ on the issue of skyrocketing gas-
oline prices.

Because of the administration’s
failed energy policies and inattention,
Americans are being forced to pay out-
rageous prices at the gas pump, some
cases $2.35 a gallon.

We all know how dangerous it can be
when a driver falls asleep at the wheel,
and now we can see how dangerous it is
when an entire administration falls
asleep at the wheel.

While this administration was nap-
ping, domestic oil production decreased
to 17 percent, and this increased de-
pendence on foreign oil has helped put
us to this current predicament.

Perhaps, Congress should start a caf-
feine IV for Secretary Richardson and
the other Rip Van Winkles over at the
White House who are responsible for
this policy diaster.

Mr. Speaker, I call upon the Clinton-
Gore administration to wake up. The
slumber party is over. Americans are
tired of getting gored at the pump.

f

ACCUSATIONS OF A ‘‘DO NOTHING
CONGRESS’’

(Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, many of our friends in the Demo-
crat party have been spending a lot of
time lately accusing this of being a do
nothing Congress, and I guess coming
from a Democrat that is a tremendous
compliment.

Do you know what it means when
they accuse us of doing nothing? It
means we are not raising taxes, that
means we are not spending enough of
the surplus. We have not raided the So-

cial Security surplus. We are not mak-
ing government regulations burden-
some enough.

Mr. Speaker, I say to my friends I
consider the definition of ‘‘doing noth-
ing’’ as a badge of honor. And do you
know why? Because my Democrat
friends and the Vice President have a
funny definition of accomplishments.

They do not consider it an accom-
plishment to end the unfair penalty on
married couples. They do not consider
it an accomplishment to end the earn-
ings limit for working seniors. They do
not consider it an accomplishment to
say that the Federal Government or
the IRS should not take half your farm
when you die, half of your business
when you die.

They do not consider it an accom-
plishment to make prescription drugs
available and affordable to our senior
citizens in the country. This is what we
have done over the last several months.

Democrats may not consider these
things to be accomplishments, but mil-
lions of Americans who work every
day, get up, they pay their taxes.

f

DEATH TAX

(Ms. PRYCE of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the
House passed a repeal of the death tax
last month. We will continue to work
to see that this unfair tax is repealed.

The American dream is about the op-
portunity of every citizen to build a
better future for themselves and their
children through hard work and per-
sonal initiative. It means building your
own business, pouring your own sweat
into a small farm to turn a profit, sav-
ing each day so you can leave some-
thing to your family.

Yet it is these Americans who are
working so hard, playing the rules and
paying taxes who, upon their death, be-
come the victims of a tax that dis-
counts their dedication, punishes their
entrepreneurship, and denies their
dying wishes.

Mr. Speaker, as a result of this death
tax, only one-third of all small busi-
nesses and family farms are passed on
after the first generation. This is not
right. Where is the logic?

Why does the government have to
grab someone’s life savings out of their
hands once they die? It is time we
eliminate the death tax and reinvest in
America, so the dreams and values of
these folks can be carried on to future
generations. We need to make sure
that death tax gets buried.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Pursuant to clause 8, rule XX,
the pending business is the question of
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal
of the last day’s proceedings.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.
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The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 354, nays 50,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 29, as
follows:

[Roll No. 386]

YEAS—354

Abercrombie
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal

DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter

Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica

Millender-
McDonald

Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall

Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder

Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weygand
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Young (FL)

NAYS—50

Aderholt
Baird
Bilbray
Bonior
Borski
Brady (PA)
Capuano
Clay
Crane
DeFazio
Deutsch
English
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)

Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Holt
Hulshof
Kucinich
LoBiondo
McDermott
Moore
Oberstar
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Ramstad

Rogan
Sabo
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Weller
Wexler
Wu

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Tancredo

NOT VOTING—29

Ackerman
Archer
Baker
Barton
Bateman
Campbell
Carson
Chenoweth-Hage
Costello
Forbes

Frost
Johnson, Sam
Knollenberg
Leach
McNulty
Obey
Owens
Oxley
Paul
Sessions

Sisisky
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Souder
Vento
Whitfield
Wise
Wynn
Young (AK)
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Mr. HILLIARD changed his vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
f

ISRAEL CANCELS SALE OF AWAC
SYSTEM TO CHINA

(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, there
has been quite a bit of interest in the
last couple of months about the Israeli

sale of an AWAC system to China. It
was going to be a major discussion on
the floor of the House today. I know
many Members were concerned about
that issue.

I wanted to tell them that I just re-
ceived a call from the ambassador tell-
ing me that Mr. Barak has canceled the
AWAC sale to China.

f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4810, MARRIAGE TAX
PENALTY RELIEF RECONCILI-
ATION ACT OF 2000
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by

direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 545 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 545
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this

resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 4810) to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to section 103(a)(1) of
the concurrent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2001. The bill shall be considered
as read for amendment. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and any amendment thereto to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except: (1)
one hour of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Ways and
Means; (2) the amendment printed in the re-
port of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution, if offered by Rep-
resentative Rangel or his designee, which
shall be in order without intervention of any
point of order, shall be considered as read,
and shall be separately debatable for one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent; and (3) one mo-
tion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. PRYCE) is recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MOAKLEY), pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose
of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 545 is
a modified closed rule providing for the
consideration of H.R. 4810, the Mar-
riage Tax Penalty Relief Reconcili-
ation Act of 2000. For those Members
who think they are experiencing deja
vu, let me clear up any confusion. It is
true that the House has already voted
to provide relief from the marriage tax
penalty. In fact, on February 10 of this
very year, the House passed legislation
that is identical to H.R. 4810 by a bipar-
tisan vote of 268–158. Prior to that, the
House twice passed marriage tax relief
as part of a larger tax bill which the
President unfortunately vetoed. So
this is actually the fourth time that
the 106th Congress will debate and vote
to provide tax fairness to married cou-
ples.

It probably baffles the American peo-
ple that it takes this much effort to
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correct such a blatant inequity in the
tax code, but rest assured the Repub-
lican majority is determined to keep at
it and give the President another
chance to sign this bill into law.
Today, we will consider the Marriage
Tax Penalty Relief Act under a rec-
onciliation process which we hope will
speed this legislation’s path to the
President’s desk.

Under the rule, the House will pro-
ceed with 1 hour of general debate on
the bill which will be equally divided
between the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Ways and Means. Even though the
House has already thoroughly debated
this issue and passed this legislation,
the Committee on Rules decided to
give the minority an opportunity to
offer a substitute amendment which
will be debated for 1 hour. The sub-
stitute amendment which is printed in
the Committee on Rules report may be
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) or his designee. All
points of order against consideration of
the bill and the amendment are waived.
Not only will the minority have the op-
portunity to offer a substitute but they
also will have the option of offering a
motion to recommit, with or without
instructions. So I think we can all
agree that this rule is quite fair in its
generosity to the minority.

Mr. Speaker, ’tis the season for holy
matrimony and as wedding bells chime
across the Nation this summer, many
couples will celebrate their unions
without suspecting that the Govern-
ment has in store for them a tax on
their marriage. If these newlyweds lis-
ten to the family-friendly rhetoric in
Washington, they might think the Gov-
ernment is toasting to them as they
create their new families. But instead
of sending sentiments of congratula-
tions and best wishes, the only thing
the Government plans to deliver is a
bigger tax bill. So let us hope these
couples do not run out and cash the
wedding checks that they receive from
Grandpa Joe and Cousin Jane because
they still have to pay Uncle Sam.

That is right, Mr. Speaker. The Fed-
eral Government sees marriage as an
opportunity to increase taxes. Newly-
weds may see their taxes rise by hun-
dreds or even thousands of dollars
based solely on the fact that they have
walked down the aisle and said, ‘‘I do.’’
It is hard to understand why the deci-
sion to make a solemn commitment to
another individual through the institu-
tion of marriage has anything to do
with the rate at which one is taxed, but
we should know by now that the Gov-
ernment has no qualms about taking
every opportunity to make a grab for
more of our hard-earned money. In
fact, each year 42 million working
Americans pay higher taxes simply be-
cause they are married. This policy is
unfair and discriminatory, not to men-
tion the fact that it undermines one of
the most fundamental institutions of
our society. And it makes little sense
to add to the tax burden of newlyweds,

especially when marriage is often a
precursor to added financial respon-
sibilities such as owning a home or
having children.

b 1100

I think we all know that despite all
of our glowing talk about a robust
economy, many families find that it is
hard to make ends meet. Both spouses
must work. Under the current Tax
Code, working couples are pushed into
a higher tax bracket because the in-
come of the second wage earner, often
the wife, is tacked a much higher rate.

Because of the marriage penalty, 21
million families pay an average of
$1,400 more in taxes than they would if
they were single or just living to-
gether. What kind of message does that
send?

The Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Act
will bring fairness to the Tax Code by
doubling the standard deduction for
married couples, expanding the 15 per-
cent bracket so more of a couple’s in-
come is taxed at a lower rate, and in-
creasing the amount that low-income
couples can earn and still be eligible
for the earned income tax credit. This
fix will mean lower taxes for 25 million
American couples, and that is 59,000
couples in my district alone.

But my Democrat colleagues will
claim that we are doing too much,
though I am not sure there is such a
thing as too much fairness, Mr. Speak-
er. Still, they will want to differentiate
between married couples and penalize
some couples for their vows, but not
others.

Under the Democrat’s plan, the Gov-
ernment does not have to give these
families as much money back, so the
Government can keep and spend more.
They may claim that this is a more re-
sponsible approach; but, Mr. Speaker, I
would remind my colleagues that the
Government is experiencing a budget
surplus. We have already taken the So-
cial Security and Medicare trust funds
off the table and made a commitment
to paying down the debt, and we still
have money left over. If we cannot af-
ford to fix this glaring inequity in our
Tax Code today, then when would my
Democrat friends suggest that we do it,
and how is it responsible to let this
penalty on marriage continue when the
Government is swimming in surplus
cash?

I do not claim to understand the
logic, but this rule will give the Demo-
crats the opportunity to make their
case and offer their substitute.

So, Mr. Speaker, this is a fair rule
that will give the Marriage Tax Pen-
alty Relief Act the momentum it needs
to move through the Senate and to the
President’s desk, so that he has an-
other opportunity to do the right thing
and give working families this needed
break. There is absolutely no reason to
continue this unfair policy, no more
excuses.

It is time to either defend the mar-
riage tax or eliminate it. I urge my col-
leagues to support this rule and the

Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Reconcili-
ation Act.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my dear friend, the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. PRYCE), for yielding me the
customary half hour. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we all agree the mar-
riage tax is unfair. It punishes people
for getting married just when they are
thinking of starting a family, and it
really needs to be abolished. The ques-
tion is how to abolish it.

There is a Democratic bill; there is a
Republican bill. The central difference
between the two bills is who is bene-
fited.

The Republican bill will benefit the
richest 25 percent of Americans, includ-
ing a lot of people who do not even pay
the marriage penalty in the first place.
The Democratic bill benefits working
families who really need it, working
families with children who are trying
to save for a home, who are trying to
put their children through school, who
are trying to make ends meet. They
should not have to pay additional taxes
just because they are married; and un-
less they are very rich, the Republican
bill just does not work for them.

The reason the Republican bill will
not work, Mr. Speaker, is because it in-
creases the standard deduction without
adjusting the alternative minimum
tax. That means that millions of fami-
lies would see no net reduction under
the marriage penalty whatsoever under
the Republican bill.

In yesterday’s Washington Post, in
the editorial, Mr. Speaker, it said,
‘‘The cost of the bill is high: The bulk
of the benefit would go to people al-
ready quite well off, and there are bet-
ter uses for the money, to shore up
Medicare, for example.’’

By the year 2008, the year that the
Republican bill finally goes into effect,
47 percent of American families with
two children would get no relief what-
soever. The tax will have a new name,
but it will cost a lot. Mr. Speaker, that
is not what the American families
need.

Millions of low- and moderate-in-
come families, especially those with
children, need help; and the Republican
bill just does not do it.

The Democratic bill will, Mr. Speak-
er. The Democratic bill will focus its
efforts on low- and moderate-income
taxpayers by increasing the standard
deduction for married couples until it
is twice the size of the single people’s
deduction. It will also reduce the mar-
riage penalty in the Earned Income
Tax Credit and change the alternative
minimum tax so that all of the prom-
ised tax cuts actually do take effect. It
will mean real help to working families
who need it.

Mr. Speaker, in yesterday’s editorial
in the Washington Post, the title was
‘‘A Phony Issue.’’ It says ‘‘Congres-
sional Republicans scheduled a vote
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this week on a sizable tax cut, mainly
for the better off, which they
misleadingly describe as relief from the
marriage penalty. The President has
rightly indicated that he will veto this
bill as it is likely to be presented to
him. That suits the sponsors perfectly,
and that vote is mainly intended as a
frame for the national,’’ well, that is
something else. But I think the Wash-
ington Post says it much better than
anyone else.

Mr. Speaker, I oppose the Republican
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield such time as he
may consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER),
the chairman of the Committee on
Rules.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentlewoman from
Columbus for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, let me say that my
friend from south Boston, the distin-
guished ranking minority member of
the Committee on Rules, and we are
going to do our darnedest to see that
he stays right in that spot, just as my
friend, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL), will remain in his very
important key spot as ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Ways
and Means as we move into the 107th
Congress.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, and I will not ob-
ject.

Mr. DREIER. To object? I am happy
to yield, if the gentleman wants to de-
bate the issue.

But the fact is my friend from south
Boston has talked about the Demo-
cratic bill, and I am proud to talk
about the bipartisan bill, because what
we have done here on this marriage
penalty issue is we have put together a
very strong bipartisan package, and
there is recognition on both sides of
the aisle that this issue needs to be ad-
dressed.

Republicans and Democrats alike
voted strongly for this bill when we
brought it up in February, and I sus-
pect that later today when we cast the
vote on this, we once again will see
strong bipartisanship. So I am happy
to have the leadership on the other side
talk about their Democratic bills, and
we on the Republican side are proud to
embrace bipartisanship, because we
know that that in fact is the best way
to get things done for the American
people.

Even in an election year, even in a
election year there are some very basic
principles that the American people
share, and fairness happens to be one of
them. That is what this is all about, is
trying to bring about a modicum of eq-
uity; and we are doing it specifically to
address the concern of those who are
most impacted.

If you look at the cost for women,
minorities, they are penalized greatly
because of this marriage tax; and if you
look at the cost, it is about $1,400 on
average for those who are in that
middle- and lower-income area.

So it seems to me that we have got a
strong effort that has been put to-
gether here by the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. WELLER) and others on the
Committee on Ways and Means who
have been championing this issue for a
long period of time.

It is all about equity and fairness.
And guess what, Mr. Speaker? That is
exactly what this rule is about too.
The rule is a very fair one. It is a very
equitable one. It allows my very good
friend from New York (Mr. RANGEL) to
offer his substitute motion. As was the
case in the beginning when we took the
majority in 1994, we are going to guar-
antee the motion to recommit.

So my Democratic colleagues will
have two bites at the apple, and we will
have one bite for the bipartisan pack-
age that we are moving forward here.
It seems to me it is extraordinarily
fair. We have turned ourselves inside
out to accommodate the minority, and
I know some of my Republican col-
leagues may not be too ecstatic about
that, but we have done that; and I be-
lieve that in this instance, it is the
right thing to do.

At the end of the day, Democrats and
Republicans alike will join in support
of the measure, so I hope the Demo-
crats and Republicans alike will over-
whelmingly support this rule.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, I do not dis-
agree with the chairman. This is a fair
rule; it is just not a fair bill. We get
two bites at the apple, but they get five
bites at the money.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 minutes to my
dear friend, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL), the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I do not
want to spoil the reputation of the
chairman of the Committee on Rules
by complimenting him on this floor too
often, but it is strange and unusual
that we would get a fair and equitable
rule like this, and I would just like to
rise to the occasion to compliment
him.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, this is the
second time we have given this iden-
tical rule. It is not out of character at
all. We gave you this rule in February,
so you know we are just continuing a
long pattern of providing you with a
great opportunity.

I thank my friend for yielding.
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-

ing my time, I would like to strike

that from the RECORD. This is the sec-
ond time you have been fair.

Mr. Speaker, this gives us an oppor-
tunity to take a problem that we rec-
ognize as a serious problem of equity,
and that is if two people filing sepa-
rately can get a better tax break than
someone that is married, then it is not
the fair thing to do.

Why have we not taken care of this a
long time ago? Why did we not follow
former Congresswoman Barbara Ken-
nelly from Connecticut as she led the
fight to do it? One of the reasons was
that it is difficult to be equitable when
you do not have the funds to do it.

To talk about 3 or 4 years ago
patching up something that the Tax
Code was really unfair about and pay-
ing $100 billion in lost revenue was
something unheard of. But now that
the Clinton-Gore team’s economic pol-
icy has clicked in and we find every
day an increase in the revenue that we
expect, it makes a lot of sense that we
can come together, Republicans and
Democrats, and see what we can do to
repair an inequity in the law.

That is the problem. We do not come
together, we do not discuss anything,
and the Republican majority is so bent
on making political statements that
they are not concerned at all with
what the President signs. All they are
concerned with is that they are able to
pass the bill in the House.

They learned a lot from their mis-
takes in the past, and that is putting
together these tremendous irrespon-
sible tax cuts of some $800 billion with-
out even thinking about our Social Se-
curity system; paying down the na-
tional debt; repairing Medicare; and
one of the things we are so concerned
about, and that is allowing our older
people who have access to health care
but do not have access to the money to
pay for the prescription drugs that are
so important for their health.

All we are saying is why can we not
deal with the Government’s budget the
way we do our own? We just cannot
take the irresponsible, close-to-$1 tril-
lion tax cut, and cut it up and say we
are going to deliver it in small pieces.
No. What we should do is to find out
have we taken care of Social Security,
are we working together to deal with
the Medicare problem, do we have some
kind of a bill that we can assure the
people of the United States that, when
we leave here, there would be an afford-
able drug program? Are we paying
down the national debt? Then are we
doing the things that we are sent here
to Congress to do?

Already we have passed close to $500
billion in tax cuts. All at one time? Oh,
no. The public relations divisions of
the Republican Party have taken care
of that. It does not come out of the tax
writing committee; it comes out of the
Speaker’s office, out of the Committee
on Rules. But if you want to talk about
the Patients’ Bill of Rights, they talk
about tax cuts; you want to talk about
minimum wage, they talk about tax
cuts; you want to talk reforming pen-
sions, they talk about tax cuts.
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So here we are with the marriage
penalty, both of us wanting to bring
equity, but they enlarged the tax
bracket for the 15 percent bracket,
which causes us to lose another $100
billion in revenues and, worse than
that, after 10 years, there is an explo-
sion of the revenues that we lose.
Should we give a tax cut? Yes, but not
in these pieces that we come here with.
We should have a comprehensive pro-
gram that would do all of the things
that we wanted to do. Why is it that
every time our Republican colleagues
steal a good idea from us, every time
we agree with our colleagues that we
should be working together, they have
to pile on it an irresponsible tax cut to
such an extent that it promises a veto.

So here we are again. We have a sub-
stitute, by any standard, that is fair.
No one can challenge that what we do
is take care of the inequity as it re-
lates to the penalty.

In addition to that, we make certain
that we make adjustments in the alter-
native minimum tax so that no one
loses a benefit that is in the lower in-
come, unlike the Republican bill. We
make certain with the tax credits, the
refundable tax credits, that the lower
income people get a better break with
that. So we do not concentrate, as our
Republican colleagues do, on those
that God has already blessed and they
are still trying to give them additional
fiscal blessings through the tax sys-
tem.

Let us try to work together, not as
Republican leaderships with Democrat
minorities, but as representatives that
truly represent the interests of the
people of this country. When we do
this, we will see that the President will
join in and we will not have just House-
passed bills, but we will have bills that
will be accepted by the Senate and
signed into law by the President of the
United States.

The President has said, if you want
to deal with this subject, put the drug
issue as relates to affordable prescrip-
tion drugs on your calendar, deal with
it in a real way, the way we are going
to do it, and we can do business.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I appreciate the gentleman’s instruc-
tion about what we should be doing as
a Congress, but I am not sure where he
has been, because he says we have not
addressed Social Security. Well, have
we? Of course we have. We have a
lockbox. We have locked away the So-
cial Security Trust Fund for the first
time. Have we addressed Medicare?
Yes, we have done the same thing. We
have locked away those funds for the
first time. Have we addressed prescrip-
tion drugs for our seniors? Yes, we did.
We voted on it just about a week ago.

So, Mr. Speaker now, once again, we
will give the President his chance to
sign the Marriage Penalty Tax Relief
Act.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER)

who has worked so hard on this legisla-
tion.

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I am so
proud of the accomplishments of this
Congress. We balanced the budget, the
first time in 28 years; we are now bal-
ancing it for the 4th year in a row. We
stopped the raid on Social Security
just this past week. Sometimes I think
my friends on the other side of the
aisle have amnesia, because we have al-
ready passed prescription drugs, pro-
vided prescription drugs for our sen-
iors, we are paying off the national
debt with a plan we have adopted by
the year 2013, already paying down the
debt by $350 billion; and we are also
working to make our Tax Code more
fair, particularly more fair for working
and middle class families.

We have often asked in this House,
many of us, a pretty basic, funda-
mental question. That is, is it right, is
it fair that under our Tax Code, mar-
ried working couples pay higher taxes
because they are married? Do we think
it is right that 25 million married
working couples, on average, pay $1,400
more in higher taxes just because they
are married, compared to identical
couples with identical incomes who
live together outside of marriage. That
is wrong.

We are fortunate that in February
this House passed legislation with
overwhelming bipartisan support, leg-
islation that was initiated by myself
and the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
MCINTOSH) and the gentlewoman from
Missouri (Ms. DANNER), a Democrat, a
bipartisan bill that had 233 cosponsors.
It passed this House in February with
the support not only of every House
Republican, but 48 Democrats broke
ranks with their leadership and voted
to eliminate the marriage tax penalty
for 25 million married working couples.

Unfortunately, in the Senate, the
Democratic leadership has used every
parliamentary procedure possible to
block this legislation. We are now
forced to move through the reconcili-
ation process so that the majority can
rule in the Senate.

The bottom line is, we want to elimi-
nate the marriage tax penalty. It is
wrong, it is unfair.

Let me introduce Shad and Michelle
Hallihan. This is a photo of them when
we introduced the bill a year-and-a-
half ago to wipe out the marriage tax
penalty. Shad and Michelle are two Jo-
liet township high school teachers,
they suffer the marriage tax penalty
because they are both in the workforce
and, of course, the marriage tax pen-
alty of $1,400 that they suffer is a lot of
money in Joliet, Illinois, the south
suburbs of Chicago. Mr. Speaker, $1,400
for Michelle and Shad Hallihan, that is
a year’s tuition at our local commu-
nity college, Joliet Junior College,
which is our Nation’s oldest. It is also
3 months of day care for a child.

That is why I think it is important to
introduce a new photo of Shad and

Michelle Hallihan. Since they were
married at the time that we introduced
the legislation, they have since had a
baby, and if Al Gore and my friends on
the other side of the aisle had their
way, the child will probably be grown
and out of college by the time we
eliminate the marriage tax penalty.

Shad and Michelle have a little boy
by the name of Ben. Little Ben has
brought a lot of joy to their life, but
because of the marriage tax penalty,
there is $1,400 that goes out of the
pocketbooks of Shad and Michelle and
comes to Washington, money that they
can use to take care of little Ben and
$1,400. That is about 3,000 diapers. That
is a lot of diapers for little Ben. Over 18
years, that $1,400 a year, if they just
set that full amount in a college fund,
that is over $25,000 that Shad and
Michelle can invest in little Ben and
little Ben’s future for college. So the
marriage tax penalty is real money for
real people.

Shad and Michelle, the way they suf-
fer the marriage tax penalty is the
marriage tax penalty occurs when you
have a husband and wife who are both
in the workforce, they combine their
income when they are married, file
jointly, and when they combine their
income, that means they are pushed
into a higher tax bracket. If Shad and
Michelle had chosen to stay single and
just live together, they each, because
of their income, would file in the 15
percent tax bracket. But they chose to
participate in the most basic institu-
tion in our society which is marriage,
and Shad and Michelle, because they
are married, now pay in the 28 percent
tax bracket. They suffer the marriage
tax penalty.

We believe it is wrong. We want to
help Michelle and Shad Hallihan as
well as little Ben to make sure he has
a future and they have the resources
for this.

Mr. Speaker, under our bipartisan
proposal, we do several things. We help
those who do not itemize their taxes by
doubling the standard deduction for
joint filers at twice that of singles, and
that helps about 9 million couples of
those who suffer the marriage tax pen-
alty. Those are the nonitemizers. Well,
the rest, subtracting 9 from 25, that
leaves 18 million couples who itemize
their taxes who suffer the marriage tax
penalty and they are people who are
average folks, middle class, but they
probably own a house. So if you own a
home, you probably itemize your taxes,
and the only way you can receive mar-
riage tax relief is if we provide mar-
riage tax relief as part of our proposal.

We do that by widening the most
basic bracket, the 15 percent bracket so
you can earn twice as much in the 15
percent bracket if you are a joint filer
as a single person, and that is how we
help Michelle and Shad Hallihan as
well as little Ben prepare for his future
by widening the 15 percent bracket.

I would also point out in our legisla-
tion that we provide marriage tax re-
lief for those who participate in the
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earned income tax credit, ensuring
that they also participate and receive
marriage tax relief. We also protect
those who use the child tax credit for
the alternative minimum tax. So we
help both itemizers as well as non-
itemizers, poor working families, and
protect those from the AMT.

Mr. Speaker, I believe we need to
eliminate the marriage tax penalty. I
want to thank my friends on the other
side of the aisle, particularly the 48
who joined with us, and I invite more
Democrats to join with us in our effort
to eliminate the marriage tax penalty.

I would point out that under the
Democratic proposal, Michelle and
Shad Hallihan would not receive any
relief. If one itemizes their taxes, they
would receive no relief under the
Democratic proposal. If one is a home-
owner and middle class and itemize
your taxes, you receive no marriage
tax relief under the Democratic pro-
posal. Democrats say they do not want
to help special interests, so I guess
they say if you are middle class and
you own a home and you itemize your
taxes, you are stuck and you are still
going to suffer the marriage tax pen-
alty.

Mr. Speaker, we have a bipartisan
proposal that helps those who itemize,
primarily homeowners; we help those
who do not itemize, we help those on
earned income tax credit, and we help
those who may suffer the alternative
minimum tax. It is a good bipartisan
proposal. I urge adoption of this rule,
and I invite strong bipartisan support
of our effort to eliminate the marriage
tax penalty.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Members are reminded that
they are not to characterize actions in
the other body.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL), the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
just like to engage the gentlewoman
from Ohio. When I make the remark on
behalf of the minority that we would
like to see Social Security and Medi-
care taken care of and the gentle-
woman asked the rhetorical question,
where have I been. We in the minority,
we on the Democratic side do not real-
ly believe it is taken care of when the
gentlewoman says that the Republican
plan is to do something next year. I
mean the Republicans have been in the
majority now for half a dozen years,
and they have not come close to shar-
ing with us where we are going to go to
pull the Tax Code up by the roots, to
reform Social Security and privatize it,
to reform the Medicare system.

So what I am saying is that our Re-
publican colleagues are pretty good on
supporting the ideas we come up with,
but in terms of the record, if what they
are saying is that they have taken care
of Social Security, the rest of the coun-
try does not know it.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Once again, I do appreciate the in-
struction from my friend in the minor-
ity, but in the 6 short years that the
Republicans have been in charge of this
place, we have done more to shore up
Social Security and Medicare and pro-
vide relief for seniors than in the 40
years preceding when the Democrats
controlled the Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT),
our distinguished colleague.

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port the rule and I support the bill.

America is supposed to be family ori-
ented, family friendly. Who is kidding
whom here today? America’s tax policy
penalizes achievement and penalizes
marriage. America’s tax policy pro-
motes dependency and promotes prom-
iscuity. America’s tax policy actually
subsidizes illegitimacy.

In addition to killing jobs, IRS com-
missioner after commissioner made the
statement, and many Members have
quoted it, the Tax Code is used as a be-
havior modification economic program,
and I agree; behavior modification
through and by a Tax Code of devious
and manipulative machinations that
should have no place in our country. If
the founders wanted a Tax Code to
modify behavior, they would have hired
Sigmund Freud to write this thing.

Now, as far as what has been done in
the last 6 years, there have been some
significant reforms. The Republicans
have included significant tax reforms,
wage attachments have gone from 3.1
million in 1997 to 540,000 in 1999. Prop-
erty liens have gone from 680,000 under
the old plan to 160,000 under the new re-
formed plan. And listen to this, Amer-
ica: property seizures before the IRS
reform bill passed here in this Congress
through the leadership of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER), the
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, property seizures in 1997
were 10,037; 10,037 Americans lost their
homes, their farms. In 1999, after the
reform, 161.

Now, how could we make the claim
that nothing is happening? I think it is
out of hand. The Tax Code is out of
control. In fact, I think the IRS is so
screwed up, they could not find their
posterior from some hole in the
ground.

Finally, we should throw the income
Tax Code out and, yes, tear it up by its
roots, with a simple final retail sales
tax, with the proper exemptions to
save, and those people on the bottom
end of the ladder and those seniors.
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Let me close by saying this, and why
I support this bill. Congress should pro-
mote marriage. Congress should reward
marriage. Congress should promote
family. Congress should reward family.

A Congress that overtaxes married cou-
ples does not reward nor promote fam-
ily nor marriages.

I yield back the fact that we have in
fact placed in the Tax Code mecha-
nisms that seem to reward all that is
wrong and penalize all that is right. I
think the American people see it, the
American people know it.

I am very comfortable voting for the
rule. I will vote for this bill.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I think, yes, the Wash-
ington Post editorial said it all titled
‘‘A Phony Issue.’’ Again I will quote:
‘‘Congressional Republicans have
scheduled votes this week on a sizeable
tax cut mainly for the better off, which
they misleadingly describe as relief
from a marriage penalty. The Presi-
dent has rightly indicated that he will
veto the bill as it is likely to be pre-
sented to him.’’

As I said before, Mr. Speaker, by the
year 2008, the year that the Republican
bill fully goes into effect, 47 percent of
American families with two children
would get no relief whatsoever. The tax
will have a new name, but many of the
people it is intended to help it will not
help.

This is not a bill that really helps all
the people and does not change the tax
brackets for the very rich so they get
an added bonus under the so-called
marriage penalty tax. I urge Members
to vote for the rule and vote for the
Rangel substitute.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would like
to urge my colleagues to support this
rule, the customary rule provided for
tax legislation. The House has already
passed virtually identical legislation to
eliminate this marriage tax penalty.
All we are doing today is using the rec-
onciliation process to speed this legis-
lation to the President’s desk so we
can give him a second chance to sign
it.

Mr. Speaker, our society values mar-
riage as a fundamental institution that
strengthens our moral fiber. Marriage
teaches us about love, family, commit-
ment, and honor. How can we promote
these ideals if we continue to allow the
government to impose an unfair, dis-
criminatory, and immoral tax penalty
on individuals solely because they are
married?

Today we have another chance to
send a strong message, which is the
right message, to hard-working fami-
lies by voting to end the marriage tax
penalty.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. WELLER) who has been a
champion of this legislation comes to
the floor constantly with his charts of
Shad and Michelle, and anybody who
follows this legislation probably has
come to know them as household
names.

When he started, Shad and Michelle
were just getting married. Now Shad
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and Michelle have a son. Let us get
this signed into law before Shad and
Michelle are grandparents. I urge a yes
vote on the rule and on the bill.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

PEASE). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The Chair announces that he will re-
duce to 5 minutes votes by electronic
device, if ordered, on two motions to
suspend the rules on which further pro-
ceedings de novo were postponed yes-
terday which will immediately follow
the vote on House Resolution 545.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 407, nays 16,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 387]

YEAS—407

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer

Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier

Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley

Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis

McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer

Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—16

Conyers
Doggett
Filner
Frank (MA)
Gutierrez
Hilliard

Hinchey
Jackson (IL)
Kucinich
Miller, George
Oberstar
Obey

Pallone
Sabo
Udall (CO)
Woolsey

NOT VOTING—11

Ackerman
Campbell
Carson
Chenoweth-Hage

Forbes
McNulty
Owens
Slaughter

Smith (WA)
Vento
Wynn
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Ms. WOOLSEY changed her vote
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. PAUL, REYES and DAVIS of
Florida changed their vote from ‘‘nay
to ‘‘yea.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will now put the ques-
tion on two of the motions to suspend
the rules on which further proceedings
were postponed on Tuesday, July 11,
2000 in the order in which that motion
was entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

S. 1892, de novo;
H.R. 4169, de novo.
H.R. 4447 will be voted on later today.
The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes

the time for any electronic vote in this
series.

f

VALLES CALDERA PRESERVATION
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the Sen-
ate bill, S. 1892.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the Senate bill, S. 1892.

The question was taken.
RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 377, noes 45,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 388]

AYES—377

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry

Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan

Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
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Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy

Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pomeroy

Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walsh
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Wicker

Wilson
Wise
Wolf

Woolsey
Wu
Young (AK)

Young (FL)

NOES—45

Archer
Bartlett
Brady (TX)
Chabot
Coble
Coburn
Cook
DeMint
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Everett
Ganske
Gibbons
Goode

Goodlatte
Graham
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Herger
Hostettler
Hunter
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kingston
Largent
Lewis (KY)
Manzullo

Paul
Pombo
Royce
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Terry
Thornberry
Toomey
Vitter
Wamp
Whitfield

NOT VOTING—12

Ackerman
Campbell
Carson
Chenoweth-Hage

Forbes
Houghton
McNulty
Owens

Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Vento
Wynn

b 1206

Messrs. WAMP, GRAHAM and
LEWIS of Kentucky changed their vote
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no’’.

Messrs. STEARNS, HILLEARY and
TANCREDO changed their vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye’’.

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the Senate bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH POST
OFFICE BUILDING

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The unfinished business is the
question of suspending the rules and
passing the bill, H.R. 4169.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
MCHUGH) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4169.

The question was taken.
RECORDED VOTE

Mr. HILL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 418, noes 1,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 389]

AYES—418

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Baca
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass

Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior

Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps

Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes

Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez

Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
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Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin

Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden

Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—1

Sanford

NOT VOTING—15

Ackerman
Bachus
Campbell
Carson
Chenoweth-Hage

Doyle
Evans
Forbes
McNulty
Metcalf

Owens
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Vento
Wynn

b 1213
So (two-thirds having voted in favor

thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, earlier today, I

was unavoidably absent on a matter of critical
importance and missed the following votes:

On approval of the journal, I would have
voted ‘‘yea.’’

On H.Res. 545, providing for consideration
of H.R. 4810, the Marriage Penalty Reconcili-
ation Act, introduced by the gentlelady from
Ohio, Ms. PRYCE, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’

On the bill, S. 1892, the Federal Land
Transaction Facilitation Act, introduced by the
gentleman from the other body from New
Mexico, Mr. DOMENICI, I would have voted
‘‘yea.’’

On the bill, H.R. 4169, Naming the U.S.
Post Office in Reno, Nevada as the Barbara
F. Vucanovich Post Office, introduced by the
gentleman from Nevada, Mr. GIBBONS, I would
have voted ‘‘yea.’’

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I was un-

able to be present for rollcall votes 386, 387,
388, and 389. Had I been present, I would
have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall votes 386, 387,
388, and 389.

f

MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY RELIEF
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 2000

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 545, I call up the
bill (H.R. 4810) to provide for reconcili-
ation pursuant to section 103(a)(1) of
the concurrent resolution on the budg-
et for fiscal year 2001, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 545, the bill is
considered read for amendment.

The text of H.R. 4810 is as follows:

H.R. 4810
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE, ETC.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Reconcili-
ation Act of 2000’’.

(b) SECTION 15 NOT TO APPLY.—No amend-
ment made by this Act shall be treated as a
change in a rate of tax for purposes of sec-
tion 15 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.
SEC. 2. ELIMINATION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN

STANDARD DEDUCTION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section

63(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to standard deduction) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ in subparagraph (A)
and inserting ‘‘200 percent of the dollar
amount in effect under subparagraph (C) for
the taxable year’’,

(2) by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B),

(3) by striking ‘‘in the case of’’ and all that
follows in subparagraph (C) and inserting ‘‘in
any other case.’’, and

(4) by striking subparagraph (D).
(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subparagraph (B) of section 1(f )(6) of

such Code is amended by striking ‘‘(other
than with’’ and all that follows through
‘‘shall be applied’’ and inserting ‘‘(other than
with respect to sections 63(c)(4) and
151(d)(4)(A)) shall be applied’’.

(2) Paragraph (4) of section 63(c) of such
Code is amended by adding at the end the
following flush sentence:
‘‘The preceding sentence shall not apply to
the amount referred to in paragraph (2)(A).’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 3. PHASEOUT OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN 15-

PERCENT BRACKET; REPEAL OF RE-
DUCTION OF REFUNDABLE TAX
CREDITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f ) of section
1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relat-
ing to adjustments in tax tables so that in-
flation will not result in tax increases) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(8) PHASEOUT OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN 15-
PERCENT BRACKET.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—With respect to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2002, in
prescribing the tables under paragraph (1)—

‘‘(i) the maximum taxable income in the
lowest rate bracket in the table contained in
subsection (a) (and the minimum taxable in-
come in the next higher taxable income
bracket in such table) shall be the applicable
percentage of the maximum taxable income
in the lowest rate bracket in the table con-
tained in subsection (c) (after any other ad-
justment under this subsection), and

‘‘(ii) the comparable taxable income
amounts in the table contained in subsection
(d) shall be 1⁄2 of the amounts determined
under clause (i).

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (A), the applicable
percentage shall be determined in accord-
ance with the following table:

‘‘For taxable years The applicable
beginning in percentage is—

calendar year—

2003 ...................................... 170.3
2004 ...................................... 173.8
2005 ...................................... 183.5
2006 ...................................... 184.3
2007 ...................................... 187.9
2008 and thereafter .............. 200.0.

‘‘(C) ROUNDING.—If any amount determined
under subparagraph (A)(i) is not a multiple
of $50, such amount shall be rounded to the
next lowest multiple of $50.’’.

(b) REPEAL OF REDUCTION OF REFUNDABLE
TAX CREDITS.—

(1) Subsection (d) of section 24 of such Code
is amended by striking paragraph (2) and re-
designating paragraph (3) as paragraph (2).

(2) Section 32 of such Code is amended by
striking subsection (h).

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subparagraph (A) of section 1(f )(2) of

such Code is amended by inserting ‘‘except
as provided in paragraph (8),’’ before ‘‘by in-
creasing’’.

(2) The heading for subsection (f ) of section
1 of such Code is amended by inserting
‘‘PHASEOUT OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN 15-PER-
CENT BRACKET;’’ before ‘‘ADJUSTMENTS’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this
section shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2002.

(2) REPEAL OF REDUCTION OF REFUNDABLE
TAX CREDITS.—The amendments made by
subsection (b) shall apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 2001.
SEC. 4. MARRIAGE PENALTY RELIEF FOR

EARNED INCOME CREDIT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section
32(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to percentages and amounts) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘AMOUNTS.—The earned’’
and inserting ‘‘AMOUNTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(B), the earned’’, and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(B) JOINT RETURNS.—In the case of a joint
return, the phaseout amount determined
under subparagraph (A) shall be increased by
$2,000.’’.

(b) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—Paragraph
(1)(B) of section 32( j) of such Code (relating
to inflation adjustments) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(B) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f )(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins,
determined—

‘‘(i) in the case of amounts in subsections
(b)(2)(A) and (i)(1), by substituting ‘calendar
year 1995’ for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subpara-
graph (B) thereof, and

‘‘(ii) in the case of the $2,000 amount in
subsection (b)(2)(B), by substituting ‘cal-
endar year 2000’ for ‘calendar year 1992’ in
subparagraph (B) of such section 1.’’.

(c) ROUNDING.—Section 32( j)(2)(A) of such
Code (relating to rounding) is amended by
striking ‘‘subsection (b)(2)’’ and inserting
‘‘subsection (b)(2)(A) (after being increased
under subparagraph (B) thereof)’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After 1
hour of debate on the bill, it shall be in
order to consider an amendment print-
ed in House Report 106–726 if offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL) or his designee, which shall be
considered read and shall be debatable
for 1 hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR-
CHER) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) each will control 30
minutes of debate on the bill.

b 1215

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
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may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and to
include extraneous material on H.R.
4810.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, here we are again. We

are here again moving this Congress to
do the right thing for married couples
by eliminating the marriage tax pen-
alty in the Tax Code.

This bill is identical to H.R. 6 that
passed this House in February. Why are
we here again? Because the blocking
techniques of the Vice President, as
President of the Senate and the minor-
ity leader in the other body, have pre-
vented our bill from even being able to
come up for a vote on the floor. And
then they have the audacity to say we
are a ‘‘do-nothing’’ Congress. They are
forcing us to come back again and pass
this bill under reconciliation, which
procedurally cannot be blocked from
coming up on the floor of the Senate by
their delaying tactics.

I was somewhat surprised to see re-
cent campaign ads touting Vice Presi-
dent GORE’S support for fixing the mar-
riage tax penalty in the year 2000, be-
cause it sure does not match the Clin-
ton-Gore White House 8-year ‘‘do noth-
ing’’ record of stonewalled opposition
to fixing this unfair tax. Since 1993, the
Clinton-Gore White House has sent 25
million married couples an expensive
gift from the IRS: A bill for $1,400 a
year. That is not exactly the tradi-
tional Happy Anniversary card.

So here we are, at it again, trying to
fix this once and for all. And this is a
bipartisan bill, with 48 Democrats in
the House voting with us in February
on a bill that is the most complete and
fairest way to get this job done. But
despite this bipartisan support, I have
a feeling we will still hear excuses from
Democrats today as to why we cannot
do it.

For whatever reason, they may say
we should not help stay-at-home moms
and dads. And, yes, this bill does that.
But their plan actually denies relief to
these important parents. In fact, the
Democrat plan leaves millions of mar-
ried couples at the altar, and that is
wrong. Raising a child is the single
most important job in the world, and
we are right to provide families with
relief who have only one wage earner.

Democrats will also complain that
this is too much tax relief. Of course,
they say that about almost every tax
bill that we bring up. But again they
are wrong. Fairness demands it because
it is wrong to take money from the
pockets of wage-earning Americans
just because they are married. The
money should not be coming to Wash-
ington in the first place.

Then they might say, oh, we should
wait; the timing is just not right to fix
the marriage tax penalty. And they are
wrong again. We should fix the mar-

riage tax penalty right now. Married
couples should not have to wait 1 day
longer to be treated fairly by the Tax
Code.

So, Mr. Speaker, this all comes down
to a matter of principle. The fact that
married couples pay more in taxes just
because they are married is simply im-
moral, it is unfair, it is unjust, and
today, once again, we are moving to
overcome the blocking tactics of the
Democrats in the other body and to fix
the marriage tax penalty and return a
small sense of decency to the Tax Code.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded that they are not to
characterize actions in the other body.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL).

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I wish we did not characterize the ac-
tions of the President of the United
States. I thought that the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means was about to discuss
tax policy with us, but he was not dis-
cussing principle, he was discussing
politics. He was talking about the
budgetary policies of the President and
Vice President GORE.

I think we should be reminded that
the only reason that we can even deal
with reforming and providing equity
for some of these tax provisions is that
because of the Clinton-Gore budget
policies we are now able to think in
terms of surpluses instead of just defi-
cits.

I would like to remind my colleague,
too, that not one Republican ever
voted for the Clinton-Gore 1993 budget.
And when the vote was tied in the Sen-
ate, it took the Vice President to split
that tie.

Now, when it comes to whether we
are doing this thing in an irresponsible
way, I used to think that that is what
the Republicans were trying to do.
When they had this $792 billion tax cut,
they did not talk about paying down
the national debt, they did not talk
about our responsibility to Social Se-
curity, they did not talk about Medi-
care or affordable prescription drugs
for our aged, and I, at that time,
thought it would be irresponsible for
them to move forward and just get
enough political votes to pass a bill. I
have changed my mind. It really is not
irresponsible. It may be political.

But I have discovered that my Re-
publican friends do not ask for these ir-
responsible cuts until first they find
out that the President is going to veto
it, and only then do they come out
with not tax law but they come out
with political statements. Whether we
are talking about the minimum wage
bill, the Patients’ Bill of Rights, af-
fordable prescription drugs, or whether
we are talking about pension benefits,
we can rest assured that when we
Democrats try to work with them to
remove the inequity to make the tax

system more simple so that people can
find it easier to file, they will find
some way to entice the President to
veto the bill.

Do they come back and ask to over-
ride the veto? Never, never, never,
never. All they want to say in Philadel-
phia is that they passed the bill and
the President vetoed it. I hope that the
American people realize that the Con-
gress, as any business or any family,
before we just deal with revenue losers,
we ought to take a look at the total
package and the total responsibility.

I am so pleased that the President is
willing to give my Republican friends a
second chance by reconsidering getting
a decent, affordable press description
drug bill, and then he would consider
reviewing once again the bill that they
have sponsored in terms of removing
the marriage penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER) will manage the time of
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR-
CHER).

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. WELLER).

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and I would say to the previous speaker
that if he votes against this legisla-
tion, he will deny about 30,000 married
couples in the 15th district in New
York relief from the marriage tax pen-
alty, and that is just not fair. We be-
lieve it is time to eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty once and for all.

Mr. Speaker, I am so proud of the ac-
complishments of this Congress. I am
proud that we are now in the process of
balancing the budget for the 4th year
in a row. We locked away 100 percent of
Social Security and stopped the raid on
Social Security. We are on track to pay
off the national debt by 2013, having al-
ready paid down the national debt by
$350 billion. Just this past week we
passed and sent to the Senate legisla-
tion providing prescription drug cov-
erage available for all seniors under
Medicare.

I am proud of those accomplish-
ments. And of course part of our agen-
da is not only to accomplish those ac-
complishments, but also to bring fair-
ness to the Tax Code. We have often
asked in the House Chambers, many of
us, is it right, is it fair that under our
Tax Code 25 million married working
couples, on average, pay almost $1,400
more in higher taxes just because they
are married. Now, is that right, is that
fair, that if a couple chooses to partici-
pate in the most basic institution in
our society, marriage, that they are
going to pay higher taxes if they work?

Unfortunately, under our Tax Code,
that is true. If a husband and wife are
both in the workforce, both the man
and the woman are in the workforce, a
two-income household, under our Tax
Code they will file jointly and, because
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of that, they will pay a marriage tax
penalty. That is just wrong. We have
made this a priority, to eliminate the
marriage tax penalty suffered by 25
million married working couples.

I was proud a year and a half ago,
when we introduced a bipartisan bill,
legislation sponsored by myself and the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
MCINTOSH) and the gentlewoman from
Missouri (Ms. DANNER), Republicans
and Democrats, that 233 Members
joined as cosponsors of our legislation
to eliminate the marriage tax penalty.
And I was so proud in February when
this House passed our legislation with
a bipartisan vote, which included every
House Republican as well as 48 Demo-
crats who broke rank with their leader-
ship and supported our efforts to wipe
out the marriage tax penalty for 25
million married working couples.

In the well, Mr. Speaker, I have a
photo of three constituents from Jo-
liet, Illinois, Shad and Michelle
Hallihan. When we first introduced our
bill almost a year and a half ago to
eliminate the marriage tax penalty,
Shad and Michelle were newlyweds. Be-
cause of delays put forth by the other
party, using every parliamentary pro-
cedure to block passage in the Senate
of our efforts to eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty, time has gone on,
and now Michelle and Shad have a baby
by the name of Ben.

For Michelle and Shad Hallihan, two
public school teachers from Joliet, Illi-
nois, the marriage tax penalty is real
money. Michelle and Shad, their com-
bined income is in the low $60,000
range, about $62,000. If they filed as sin-
gle, chose not to marry, lived together
and filed as single people, they would
each pay in the 15 percent tax bracket.
But because they chose to get married,
Michelle and Shad Hallihan pay a mar-
riage tax penalty.

Of course, when we think about Jo-
liet, Illinois, $1,400 is a year’s tuition
at our local community college, Joliet
Junior College; it is 3 months day care
at a day care center for little Ben; and
it is also a washer and dryer for their
home. It is real money for real people.

I would point out that Ben, who is
growing very rapidly, by the time he is
18, if we eliminate the marriage tax
penalty for Michelle and Shad
Hallihan, $1,400 over 18 years is over
$25,000 that they can invest in a college
fund for Ben for his future. It is real
money for real people, and that is why
we need to eliminate the marriage tax
penalty.

I am proud our bipartisan proposal,
which is essentially identical to what
we passed out of the House earlier this
year in February. And of course now we
are working to protect ourselves from
a filibuster in the Senate, which is why
we have to vote on it again today.

We do several things. We help those
who itemize and those who do not
itemize. We help those who are poor
working folks who utilize the earned-
income tax credit. And we also protect
parents from the AMT’s impact on the

child tax credit. We double the stand-
ard deduction for those who do not
itemize to twice that of singles. That
helps those who do not itemize their
taxes.

And for those who do itemize, I would
point out that it is likely they, of
course, own a home, so that they have
a mortgage and property taxes that
they use to deduct, as well as to give
money to their church or synagogue or
institutions of faith and charity. So
they itemize their taxes. And the only
way to provide marriage tax relief for
those who itemize is to widen the 15
percent bracket. So that those who are
in the 15 percent bracket as joint filers
can earn twice as much as single filers
in the 15 percent bracket.

We provide marriage tax relief for
those on earned-income tax credit, and
again I would point out that we protect
those who benefit from the child tax
credit, the $500 per child tax credit
from AMT.

The bottom line is we want to elimi-
nate the marriage tax penalty. It is an
issue of fairness for 25 million working
couples, 50 million Americans; people
like Michelle and Shad Hallihan, par-
ents of little Ben.

Now, my friends on the other side of
the aisle have realized they needed to
respond and they are now offering an
alternative, but I would point out that
those who are middle class and home-
owners are stuck with the marriage tax
penalty. Under their proposal, middle
class homeowners who itemize receive
no marriage tax relief. They are left
out because they think those individ-
uals are rich, because they own a
home. That is just wrong. We believe
that suffering the marriage tax penalty
is wrong no matter who the individual
is. If couples are suffering the marriage
tax penalty, it should be eliminated.
That is the bottom line.

Mr. Speaker, let us eliminate the
marriage tax penalty. Let us eliminate
the marriage tax penalty in a way that
benefits every one of those 25 million
couples who suffer the marriage tax
penalty. We have bipartisan legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

b 1230
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3

minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN), the senior member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I favor a
marriage penalty tax relief bill. That is
why I say to my colleague on the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, I am for
the Democratic substitute, and I can
face the thousands of voters in my dis-
trict, whose numbers the Republicans
like to cite for each of us in the House.
We know our districts, and I know this
bill that I am supporting; the Demo-
cratic substitute is the answer.

They are desperately, on the Repub-
lican side, trying to escape the ‘‘do

nothing’’ label. It sticks and it sticks,
and it will continue to be adhesive as
long as they simply send bills that will
be vetoed. They will never escape that
label.

Why will this bill of theirs be vetoed
if it were to pass? First of all, half of
the relief in their bill goes to those
who do not pay a marriage penalty. So
they attach the marriage penalty label,
though more than half of the money
does not apply to that situation.

Secondly, many families with kids
will not get the full relief that the bill
promises because of the way they have
shaped it.

Thirdly, the lion’s share, and this is
important, of the money goes to the
top quarter of the tax filers.

Fourthly, look at the out-year pro-
jections. Assuming the AMT is eventu-
ally applied, and the chairman of the
committee has promised that, the 20-
year cost of their bill is $700 billion.
$700 billion. That plays lightly with the
future of my grandchildren and with
the need to address Medicare and So-
cial Security.

So if this bill is not what it says it is,
if it is tilted against low- and middle-
income families, if it shortchanges mil-
lions of families with children, and if it
could break the bank, why this bill?

The answer is contained in the chair-
man’s original speech. Pure politics.
Philadelphia is what is on their mind.

The chairman of the Ways and Means
Committee said, here we go again; and
I say, there they go again passing a bill
that will be vetoed by the President of
the United States.

We can do better. The Democratic
substitute does better, and that is why
so many of us are going to vote for it
and against the Republican bill.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the pre-
vious speaker, if he votes against this
legislation wiping out the marriage tax
penalty, he will vote to deny 120,000
married taxpayers in the 12th District
of Michigan relief from the marriage
tax penalty. That is just not fair. We
need to work together to eliminate the
marriage tax penalty as it affects ev-
eryone once and for all.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
HAYWORTH) a distinguished member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague from Illinois for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, today this House can
take another important step toward
tax fairness for the American people.

When couples stand at the altar to
marry and each says ‘‘I do,’’ not con-
tained in their vows is any acknowl-
edge of an additional payment in taxes.
And yet that is what we have, my col-
leagues, for average Americans, for
working Americans, a penalty in our
Tax Code, roughly $1,500 a year.

Rather than talk about politics or
political conventions or gamesman-
ship, Mr. Speaker, to the American
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people this is not a game. These are
people who work hard, who play by the
rules, who every week sit around their
kitchen table trying to make ends
meet; and they need to be able to keep
$1,500 of their own money.

Now, it is true my friends on the left,
in a half-hearted way, offer a sub-
stitute. But again it points out, I
guess, a legitimate difference, Mr.
Speaker. My friends on the left hon-
estly believe that the highest and best
use of the money of the taxpayers of
America is in the coffers of Wash-
ington, D.C., spent by Washington bu-
reaucrats.

And that is fine. They are certainly
entitled to that point of view. And to
the extent that they now join us in
talking about debt relief and paying
down the national debt, they now join
us in talking about prescription drug
benefits, they now join us in wanting
to strengthen and save Social Security,
we appreciate that.

What we say, Mr. Speaker, is not for
partisan purposes. In fact, we hold out
the hand of bipartisanship with bipar-
tisan sponsorship of this legislation.
We invite our colleagues to join with
us for real marriage penalty relief for
America’s working couples.

And, Mr. Speaker, we do something
more. We invite the President of the
United States to join us. Because here
is a chance to do something good for
every working couple in America, to
strike this blow for tax fairness.

No, far from being irresponsible, this
is one of the most responsible things
we can do in a bipartisan fashion to re-
affirm our belief in the institution of
marriage, to reaffirm that we value the
contribution of working families, to re-
affirm that the money belongs to the
people, not to the Washington bureau-
crats.

Join with us, my colleagues. Mr.
Speaker, let us again pass this mar-
riage tax penalty relief. The American
people deserve a divorce from high
taxes. They deserve to have a chance to
hold on to more of their own money.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. NEAL), a distinguished
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL) for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, just before I launch into
my formal remarks here, when I was
listening to the Republican leadership
talk about tax equity and talking
about the metamorphosis of their tax
proposals over the last 6 or 7 years, has
there been a greater hoax perpetrated
on this House than their argument that
they were going to simplify the Tax
Code, they were going to pull it out by
its roots, they were going to fundamen-
tally restructure the Tax Code of
America? Well, under their sponsorship
and stewardship, thanks to them, it is
more complicated than ever.

Yesterday, the Washington Post ran
an editorial about the marriage tax

penalty. It was accurate in its analysis,
but no one is going to pay much atten-
tion because we have moved beyond
worrying about tax policy. The mar-
riage penalty and the marriage bonus,
the singles penalty and the singles
bonus, all derived not from some nefar-
ious scheme embedded in our Tax Code
but from the fact that we have a pro-
gressive tax system.

If two individuals, one working and
one not, get married, their total tax
payment under the current system
goes down. They have a marriage
bonus. They had a singles penalty.

If two individuals get married, both
working and both making about the
same amount of money, they have a
marriage penalty. They had a singles
bonus. It stems from the progressive
nature of our tax system.

Putting that aside, we made a clear
decision to get rid of the marriage pen-
alty. That decision should be advanced
on a broad bipartisan basis. However,
that is not the choice here. The choice
is to send the President a bill he will
surely veto.

The President has said he would sign
a Republican version of the marriage
tax cut if they would accept his version
of a prescription drug benefit for senior
citizens. The Republican leadership
said, no thanks, because it does not fit
the Philadelphia political agenda.

But what is most annoying is the fact
that the Republicans are using the al-
ternative minimum tax to deny mil-
lions of Americans any relief under
their bill. The promise of their bill is
to cut taxes by about $250 billion, but
that will result in an increase in the al-
ternative minimum tax of $65 billion.
That is why this bill is said to cost $180
billion.

Make no mistake, it is deliberate.
The interaction between the regular
tax system and the alternative min-
imum tax is well known. Taxpayers in
a State like Massachusetts claiming
State and local tax deductions will
most certainly be denied the promised
relief that we have been told under the
Republican version of this bill because
personal exemptions and State and
local tax deductions are not deductible
against the minimum tax.

The Democratic substitute makes
sure that everyone who is promised re-
lief in the bill actually gets it. Our pro-
posal is far superior, and the President
will sign it.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I say to the previous
speaker, elimination of the marriage
tax penalty is not only an issue of tax
fairness, it is an issue of tax simplifica-
tion, and that if he chooses to vote
against this legislation, he will vote to
deny 122,000 married taxpayers in the
2nd District of Massachusetts relief
from the marriage tax penalty. That is
not fair.

I invite him to join the 48 Members of
the Democratic party on the other side
of the aisle who voted with Repub-
licans to eliminate the marriage tax
penalty once and for all.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON) a very distinguished and senior
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, marriage is a cherished insti-
tution in America; and we ought to
promote it, not discourage it. So we in-
tend to do just that today.

Right now married couples pay more
in taxes than two singles living to-
gether. That is just wrong. Washington
needs to stop penalizing the corner-
stone of our society, the American
family.

This year my wife and I will cele-
brate 50 years of marriage. My wedding
day was one of the happiest in my life.
And back then, I have to tell my col-
leagues, I was not worried about hav-
ing to hold the wedding reception at
the IRS office.

Today, in my district alone, 150,000
Texans are penalized for just being
married. By repealing the marriage
penalty, we are going to restore the
American family tradition and the
American dream.

Republicans in the House have spent
the past few years passing tax bills to
eliminate the marriage penalty, but
every time the Clinton-Gore adminis-
tration vetoed them all.

Enough is enough. It is time to re-
peal the taxes on American values. Let
us start by saying ‘‘I do’’ to repealing
the tax on marriage.

Mr. Speaker, the time has come to
sign this legislation and, for once, put
American families first.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT), a distin-
guished member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, my
colleague, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. NEAL), referenced an edi-
torial in the Washington Post, and I in-
clude for the RECORD the editorial from
July 11 entitled: ‘‘A Phony Issue.’’

[From the Washington Post, July 11, 2000]
A PHONY ISSUE

Congressional Republicans have scheduled
votes this week on a sizable tax cut mainly
for the better off, which they misleadingly
describe as relief from a ‘‘marriage penalty.’’
The president has rightly indicated that he
will veto the bill as it is likely to be pre-
sented to him. That suits the sponsors per-
fectly, in that the vote is mainly intended as
a frame for the national nominating conven-
tions that will be held during next month’s
congressional recess.

The Republicans seek to score political
points as the tax-cut party. But on this one,
the merits are on the president’s side, and
our sense is that the politics may be as well.
The marriage penalty is a phony issue; the
cost of the bill is high; the bulk of the ben-
efit would go to people already quite well off,
and there are better uses for the money—to
shore up Medicare, for example. The presi-
dent can be expected to make good use of all
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those points; he has set his own stage for
that in advance.

The tax code does not penalize married
couples. To the contrary, as a matter of
long-standing policy it is tilted in their
favor. A married couple at a given income
level owes less income tax than a single tax-
payer at the same level. The so-called pen-
alty arises when two single people, each with
income, marry. Their combined income is
likely to move them into a higher tax brack-
et. That’s what the fight is about; the issue
is not the treatment of marriage but the pro-
gressive nature of the income tax. The mar-
riage issue is a veil. If the sponsors succeed,
you can bet their next target will be the
‘‘singles penalty’’ that they themselves will
have helped to accentuate by lowering the
taxes of married couples relative to single
payers. The widow’s penalty, they’ll call it.

The proposed cuts are not even confined to
people paying a ‘‘penalty’’ as the sponsors
define it. About half of married couples—
those in which one spouse earns the bulk of
the income—receive a marriage ‘‘bonus’’ in
that their taxes are less than if both were
single. But they too would benefit; the spon-
sors hardly want to be accused of slighting
the ‘‘traditional’’ family in which the mom
stays home. About half the savings in the
bill would go to such families.

The cost of the legislation would be a quar-
ter-trillion dollars over 10 years. The presi-
dent has said he would trade the Repub-
licans. This bill for his Medicare prescription
drug benefit, which carries a similar price
tag. It’s the wrong trade; a drug benefit does
not redeem the defects of this bill. The poli-
ticians, including the president, say there’s
plenty of money for both, but the budget sur-
pluses to which they point are projections
only, and in some ways highly artificial.
Among much else, they assume that future
politicians will exercise precisely the kind of
discipline that these are prepared to aban-
don. An easing of fiscal discipline would like-
ly also cause the Federal Reserve to tighten
monetary discipline; this is a vote for higher
interest rates at one remove.

The marriage penalty is little more than a
slogan, a bumper sticker masquerading as se-
rious tax policy. The vote this week is a po-
litical stunt that would mainly solve a non-
problem while weakening the government’s
ability to fulfill its long-term obligations.
The right vote is emphatically no.

Mr. Speaker, this editorial lays it out
very clearly. And that is why we are
here. We are all here about politics.
This is not about any kind of policy.

The editorial says that they know
that they are going to send this bill to
the President, he is going to veto it,
and that ‘‘that suits the sponsors per-
fectly, in that the vote is mainly in-
tended as a frame for the national
nominating conventions that will be
held during next month’s congressional
recess.’’

Now, this bill was written for me. I
came to Congress, I was divorced, and I
married somebody who has a job. This
bill gives me a great tax benefit be-
cause our combined income is up
around $100,000 because that is as high
as it goes. If they have a combined in-
come of $60,000, that is their wife
makes 30 and they make 30, they will
get $218.

But my wife and I, because we make
considerably more than that, we are all
the way up to the maximum, we will
get a benefit of $1,150. Oh, and we do
not have any kids. That is important.

If they have kids, they are going to
lose this on the AMT.

The Treasury says that by 2008, half
the people in this country who are get-
ting the benefit will lose it because if
they have kids they lose it under the
AMT.

b 1245

Now, the reason I am going to vote
against this bill, which would be in my
particular financial interest, in my
pocket, is this: I have a mother. I have
a mother who is one of the 9 million
widows in this country who lives on
$8,000 a year. She is not getting any-
thing from this. And this majority has
consistently refused to deal with Social
Security, which my mother lives on.
That is her only income. They have re-
fused to do anything about shoring up
Medicare, which is the only health care
system she has. And they will not give
her a financial benefit for her prescrip-
tion drugs.

Now, the President has made a deal,
I think a bad deal, but it is not a bad
deal for my mother. He says, we will
take the Republican plan if you will
give my mother a real pharmaceutical
benefit. The Republicans say, ‘‘Nope,
we ain’t doing that.’’ We are going to
give your mother a little voucher and
send her out there and let her look
around for some insurance company
like all the HMOs that have been pull-
ing out of the State of Washington, and
we are going to say, find one that will
stand still long enough to give you a
pharmaceutical benefit.

That is not a real benefit. I want my
mother to have the benefit the Presi-
dent has promised. So I am going to
vote for the Democratic alternative
and hope the Republicans come to their
senses.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would remind my good friend and
colleague from Washington State that
it was a Republican Congress that for
the first time locked away 100 percent
of Social Security and Medicare, stop-
ping the raid. It was a Democrat Con-
gress that raided the Social Security
trust fund for 30 years.

I would also say to the previous
speaker that if he votes against this ef-
fort to eliminate the marriage tax pen-
alty, he will vote to deny 106,000 mar-
ried taxpayers in the seventh district
of Washington relief from the marriage
tax penalty. That is not fair. I invite
him to join the 48 Democrats earlier
this year who broke with him and
voted with the Republicans to elimi-
nate the marriage tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
MCINTOSH), one of the leaders, a proven
leader in the effort to eliminate the
marriage tax penalty, one of the chief
sponsors of the Weller-McIntosh-Dan-
ner Marriage Tax Elimination Act.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, let me
take a moment to commend the gen-
tleman from Illinois for his tremen-
dous leadership on this. His ceaseless

efforts, particularly to shepherd it
through the committee now twice, has
been enormously important in making
sure that this bill will come to the
floor and that families will get their
marriage penalty tax relief.

When I ran for Congress, I pledged to
Hoosiers in my district that I would
fight for more freedom, to cut their
taxes and to strengthen their families
as the centerpiece of our community.
When I discovered that the Tax Code
discriminates against marriage, I knew
that by eliminating the marriage pen-
alty, Congress could both cut taxes and
strengthen the family. I made elimi-
nating the marriage penalty my high-
est priority ever since.

It is unbelievable to most Americans
that our Tax Code punishes them be-
cause they are married and they choose
to work. Two constituents of mine,
Sharon Mallory and Darryl Pierce,
both work in a factory in Indiana.
They wanted to get married, but they
learned from their H&R Block rep-
resentative that they would give up a
$900 tax refund and be penalized $1,800
if they decided to get married.

Sharon Mallory wrote me a letter
and said, ‘‘Darryl and I would very
much like to be married, and I must
say it broke our hearts when we found
out we can’t afford it.’’ Mr. Speaker,
that letter broke my heart. I vowed to
never stop fighting until this anti-fam-
ily marriage penalty tax was elimi-
nated. I have fought on the front lines
for Darryl and Sharon and for 600,000
Hoosier families, 1.2 million Hoosiers,
who will save over a billion dollars as
a result of this marriage penalty relief
and for 25 million Americans all over
this country who want us to do the
right thing.

The alternative bill, Mr. Speaker,
does not help stay-at-home moms. It
does not help stay-at-home dads. It
does not help homeowners who do not
qualify for the alternative. It does not
help Darryl and Sharon Mallory. With
record surpluses, this is the best
chance we have to provide real tax re-
lief and to help families at the same
time. Let us put partisanship aside.

One of the things that I have noticed
is that nobody stands up and says that
it is a good idea to punish marriage
and let us have a marriage penalty tax,
but there are a lot of excuses for not
doing it. Let me ask my colleagues on
the other side to put aside partisanship
and join us in getting this done. Presi-
dent Clinton has already indicated he
could sign this bill. Of course he has
got his conditions, but he said he could
sign it. Vice President Gore is already
campaigning on marriage penalty re-
lief. So do not be left holding the bag
here on the House floor. Join us in a bi-
partisan effort to do what is right for
the American family and then we can
be proud that we have helped to elimi-
nate the marriage penalty for many
Americans and reduce it for all fami-
lies in this country.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN), a distinguished
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member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

(Mr. CARDIN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, let me
thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, the approximately
100,000 people who live in the Third
Congressional District of Maryland
that are affected by this bill are going
to be somewhat perplexed by the de-
bate that is taking place. About half of
this 100,000 are currently paying a mar-
riage penalty for being married. That
is wrong. And they have their Con-
gressman here today speaking up and
saying that we should do something to
help that approximately 50,000 that are
paying a marriage penalty for being
married. These are couples that have
approximately the same income that
are paying a penalty under our tax
code for being married.

The other half are receiving a bonus
today. These are individuals that are
actually paying less taxes by being
married than they would if they were
filing single returns. These are couples
in which one spouse has a much higher
income than the other spouse. If they
were living together without the ben-
efit of marriage, they would actually
be paying more taxes. They have a
marriage bonus. They are not calling
me. They are not writing me asking me
to provide more relief because they are
married. They are already getting the
bonus.

The problem with the Republican bill
is that it spends $182 billion and one-
half of that is going to the people that
are already receiving a marriage bonus.
This is not the first tax bill that we are
considering in this body. We have al-
ready been considering estate tax re-
peal that spends $69 billion over 10
years and then explodes in cost. And
the list goes on and on and on.

The problem is we cannot afford to
continue to spend money to deal with a
problem that spends much more than
we need to to deal with the issue. We
have seniors who need prescription
medicine coverage under Medicare. We
have schools that we need to reduce
class size and modernize. There are
other priorities that we need to deal
with.

This Congressman is interested in
helping the people who pay a marriage
penalty that live in my district. We
can do that for one-half the cost of this
bill. It is in the interest of all of my
taxpayers, those that are paying a pen-
alty, those that are receiving a bonus,
that we do it right. The Democratic
substitute is better targeted.

We should be working together,
Democrats and Republicans, to figure
out how we can target the relief to
those that are paying the penalty and,
therefore, we can do other priorities in
addition to just this one. That is what
we should be doing. But unfortunately
this is more about a political message
than it is about helping the 50,000 plus

people in the Third Congressional Dis-
trict of Maryland that are truly paying
a marriage penalty and deserve some
relief by this body and unfortunately
will not get it because of our inability
to work together on a bill that could be
signed by the President.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
note my friend’s comments about one-
half of the relief going to those who do
not suffer the marriage tax penalty. If
they analyzed their own bill, what they
do with the standard deduction pro-
vides a similar proportion of those who
do not suffer the marriage tax penalty
some relief.

I would also say to the previous
speaker that if he votes against this
legislation to eliminate the marriage
tax penalty, he votes to deny 132,000
married taxpayers in the third district
of Maryland relief from the marriage
tax penalty. That is just not fair. I
want to invite my friend from Mary-
land to join the 48 other Democrats
who have broken with their leadership
and are supporting efforts to eliminate
the marriage tax penalty once and for
all.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP),
a senior and respected member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. CAMP asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Illinois for yielding me
this time and for his leadership on this
issue.

I represent the middle part of Michi-
gan. In my district alone, there are
106,000 people paying more taxes simply
because they are married. The Vice
President is trying to criticize the Con-
gress as a ‘‘do nothing for the people’’
Congress. Yet he probably will not
mention that this is the second time
we have had to pass this bill because
the President and some congressional
Democrats think we are doing too
much for 28 million American couples.

Earlier this year, the President said
he supported marriage penalty relief,
but here we are today, 6 months later,
again passing marriage penalty relief.
Yet he continues to threaten American
families with a veto. The President
does not mention that his own proposal
and the Democrat substitute, I might
add, does not do one bit for a working
couple who saved enough last year to
buy a home. Why? Because those peo-
ple itemize. They fill out a different
tax form. To not help those people is
simply not fair.

I for one am proud that we are able
to take this step forward and fix this
glaring inequity. Let us strengthen
families. I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on H.R.
4810.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT), a distinguished
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, of
course, our tax laws should not dis-

criminate against marriage. And if
ending such discrimination, if ending
the marriage penalty were the true
purpose of this initiative, it would have
already been law and married couples
would have benefited from it for a
number of years, at least 3. Indeed, last
year we Democrats again came to this
House, and we offered more marriage
tax penalty relief than our Republican
colleagues. They were much more con-
cerned with loading up their trillion-
dollar tax cut with special interest pro-
visions like the chicken manure tax
subsidy and so forth that was really
the mainstay of their effort last year
rather than helping married couples.

Again this year, we offered to work
with them in a bipartisan fashion to
create true marriage tax penalty relief.
They have rejected that. They have
done so, I must say, with some rather
unusual arguments in favor of their
proposal. This indicates, I suppose,
what sheltered lives some Republicans
live. Why, they have told us that the
Tax Code is encouraging people to live
out of wedlock; that it is encouraging
illegitimacy. I hate to expose them to
a rude awakening about premarital re-
lations in this country, but I just have
a feeling that the fine print of the Tax
Code is not the first thing that young
people look to before they decide on
their living arrangements or their rela-
tions with the opposite sex. I think if
they continue arguing that, they will
only demonstrate that they are even
more out of touch with what is hap-
pening in this country than they do by
their usual endeavors here most every
day.

Leave it to the House Republicans to
take something we all agree with, that
there should be no discrimination in
our tax code, and turn it from a work-
able, bipartisan plan into a total polit-
ical ploy. You will remember the first
time they came out here, they just
happened to package it up in a loving
way on Valentine’s Day to present to
the American people. That is the kind
of political grandstanding with little
action behind it that has characterized
this entire Congress.

I think that the only illegitimacy as-
sociated with this bill is its
mislabeling. It is not marriage tax pen-
alty relief. Over half of the dollar ben-
efit in this bill goes to people who do
not incur a marriage tax penalty, peo-
ple who gain tax advantages because
they are married and filing a joint tax
return. I have been extremely fortu-
nate to be married to the same woman
who has put up with me for over 31
years, my parents together over 55
years. I value the institution of mar-
riage. But there are many folks that
have not been as lucky. Some of them
are widows or widowers. Some of them
are victims of domestic violence. Some
of them are single mothers that are
trying to do as good a job as we tried
to do for our family to rear their chil-
dren. Why should our tax laws dis-
criminate against those individuals?
That is exactly what this bill does. Not
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every family has the good fortune to be
married. Some choose to remain single
for a variety of reasons. My feeling is
that our tax code ought not to dis-
criminate for or against someone de-
pending on their marital status.

This bill could also be called the Sin-
gle Mothers Tax Penalty Act, or the
Widow and Widowers Tax Penalty Act.
The gentleman from Illinois seems to
have so many statistics on those indi-
viduals that are going to benefit from
this act, I wonder if he has statistics
on how many will be discriminated
against by a bill that accords over half
of its benefits to people that do not suf-
fer any marriage tax penalty. Unfortu-
nately, instead of crafting bipartisan
legislation, we have another political
ploy that would produce more bad pub-
lic policy.

b 1300

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to my
friend from Texas, the previous speak-
er, if he votes against this legislation,
this bipartisan legislation to eliminate
the marriage tax penalty, he will vote
to deny 116,000 married taxpayers in
the 10th District of Texas relief from
the marriage tax penalty. By voting for
the Democrat substitute, one votes to
discriminate against those who
itemize, particularly middle-class,
married couples who own a home.

I also want to extend an invitation to
my friend from Texas to join the 48
Democrats who broke with their lead-
ership this spring and vote in a bipar-
tisan way to eliminate the marriage
tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to my
friend, the gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. WAMP).

(Mr. WAMP asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me time, and I
thank him for just outstanding leader-
ship, and all of the cosponsors of this
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, in the 35 counties in
east Tennessee, 200,000 people are ad-
versely affected by the marriage tax
penalty. More than 110,000 couples pay
approximately $1,400 per year more in
taxes simply because they are married.
That is not right, and the fundamental
issue here is whether or not we are
going to reduce the tax burden on the
middle-class folks in this country.

When I was born in 1957, if you add up
the Federal, State, and local tax bur-
den on my parents when I was born, it
was not collectively, combined, more
than 10 percent of every dollar that
they made. Today, it is almost 50 per-
cent.

In my lifetime the level of taxation
in this country has gone from less than
a dime of a dollar to almost half of
every dollar you make. At what point
are we going to roll this back? The fun-
damental issue is, it is time in a budget
surplus to roll some of the taxes back

from the middle-class taxpayers in this
country.

If we do not do it now, with these
record surpluses, my question is, when
are we going to? If we do not sign the
bill into law now, when will it happen?
Because I would suggest if we do not do
it now, it is not going to happen, and it
is important that we continue to per-
sist.

I am grateful that some people do not
make everything out to be partisan.
This is not about Republicans and
Democrats, this is just about regular
folks saying some taxes, death taxes
and the marriage tax penalty, are un-
fair, they should be eliminated, never
should have been there to begin with.
And if you are not going to wipe those
taxes out at a time of unprecedented
surpluses and a good economy, when
are you going to do it? It is not going
to happen.

I believe in tax relief. I do not mind
saying so. I also believe in tax fairness,
in tax equity. There are 65 provisions
in the Tax Code that penalize people
just because they are married. Well,
that is nonsensical. Our Tax Code is
out of hand, to begin with. It is way
too big and complex, it needs to be dra-
matically overhauled, and that will
come, I hope, soon, but not between
now and November.

This is today. This is now. We can
pass this conference report, after all
the debate that has taken place; we can
send it down the street with some bi-
partisan support, and the President can
sign it into law. I call on him to do
that.

I call on all of our colleagues to come
together and get some taxes, just one
step at a time, off the back of middle-
class America. Some people play class
war with taxes. This is just regular
people. These are the regular people
you run into at the Food Lion in east
Tennessee. Cut their taxes. Eliminate
the marriage tax penalty.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to join
with the speaker that was in the well
and hope that the leadership of the
House could come together with some
type of package to present to the Presi-
dent that could be signed into law that
would include a decent affordable drug
package. There is an opportunity to do
this.

I also agree with the gentleman that
the present Tax Code is in the shape
that most tax writers, as well as other
Members of Congress, should be
ashamed of.

The majority has been there for over
half a dozen years. They talk a lot
about pulling it up by the roots; but
obviously, like with Social Security
and Medicare, they have not been able
to get enough discipline on their side
to do anything about it. But that does
not mean that something as important
as a tax cut should be handled in the
manner in which they are handling it.

I think that we should try to do it in
a bipartisan way, not to do it in a

piecemeal way, to agree to the cuts we
are going to have, and to allow the
other bills that we are talking about,
whether they are the minimum wage
bill, whether they are the Patients’
Bill of Rights bill, whether it is pen-
sion bills, not just try to stack up on
each and every decent piece of legisla-
tion a tax cut.

I think there is plenty of room for us
to work together on, so that at the end
of the day we can say in a bipartisan
way that we have come to a meeting of
the mind. There will be enough for us
to debate at the polls come November,
but certainly on these important tax
issues, we should have to agree that
whether it is the Republican majority
today, or the Democratic majority
next year, we cannot get anything done
unless we work together in a bipartisan
way. Neither one of us will enjoy the
substantial margins that would allow
us just to work our will. We are going
to have to work in a bipartisan way if
we are going to get any progress now or
next year, so why not begin to think
about working together this year.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, of course, I want to
once again remind my good friend from
New York, the ranking member of the
Committee on Ways and Means, that
this legislation, when it passed the
House earlier this year, it received bi-
partisan support. Forty-eight Demo-
crat Members of the House joined every
House Republican to vote yes to elimi-
nate the marriage tax penalty for 25
million married working couples.

I would also point out to the previous
speaker that if you vote against our ef-
fort to eliminate the marriage tax pen-
alty in a bipartisan way, you will vote
to deny 60,000 married taxpayers in the
15th District of New York relief from
the marriage tax penalty. That is just
not fair.

Again, I want too extend an invita-
tion to my friend from New York to
join us in a bipartisan effort, join those
48 House Democrats who voted with
Republicans, to eliminate the marriage
tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to my
good friend, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. FOLEY), a distinguished Mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer my
congratulations to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. WELLER) for his phe-
nomenal leadership on this very impor-
tant issue.

We have heard a lot of debate today
about saving Social Security and Medi-
care and prescription drug coverage;
and it is interesting if you think for a
moment, the President and Vice Presi-
dent have been in office for 8 years, and
now in the last 3 months or 5 months of
their term in office, they come up with
all these plans to rescue Medicare, So-
cial Security, add prescription drug
coverage. Those are important issues,
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and the Republicans take them seri-
ously. We on the Committee on Ways
and Means have been working on these
very, very important issues.

Regrettably, when you talk bipar-
tisan legislation, or at least when they
claim it from the other side of the
aisle, it is only bipartisan if it is their
idea and their way. But the remarkable
thing about this process on this floor is
that after all of the baying at the moon
about what a lousy idea this marriage
tax penalty elimination is, we will be
joined by numerous Democrats who
recognize that the marriage penalty is
in fact a penalty on marriage. Like es-
tate tax relief, when we talked about
it, we were derided for hour on hour on
hour, and ultimately we had 95 brave
soldiers join us in passing this very im-
portant piece of legislation.

Taxing two hard-working Americans
who are married is a shame. It is
abomination. Now, they use those
words in their press conferences, but I
do not hear them uttering them on the
floor today.

Now, I just ask Americans who are
watching today, hearing this debate
and wondering what it is all about,
there is a lot of rancor from one side
and a lot of boasting on our side about
the great importance of this bill; and I
think at the end of the day, we win the
debate. But more importantly, stay
tuned, because the President will join
us and support us and probably sell out
his side of the aisle in order to make a
deal on his legacy. And the Vice Presi-
dent, against tax cuts at the beginning
of the year, now embraces $500 million
of tax cuts.

So I just suggest to everybody, wait
around for a little while and sooner or
the later the parade follows leadership
on issues important to the American
taxpayer.

Now, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER) is not bankrupting the
system with this bill. We will have
money for prescription drug coverage.
We will have money for Social Security
reform. In fact, we lockbox Social Se-
curity and protect it for now and into
the future, instead of, as they were for
40 years, borrowing out of the money
and using it to pay their bills, or actu-
ally not even paying their bills, put-
ting us in deeper debt and deeper def-
icit. We are in a financial quagmire be-
cause of their leadership. Now we have
been in charge for 6 years, and finally
advancing bills that are helping the
American family.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this bill and go to church this Sunday
and explain your actions to your fellow
parishioners, why you voted to con-
tinue to tax the sanctity of marriage. I
am single, so I am not going to have a
big argument from what I will save in
my tax bill.

But to those of you who feel com-
pelled, go to church next Sunday and
stand up in the choir and praise the
Lord first, and secondly say but I voted
against you who are married, because I
think you should have an added bur-

den. Not only are you trying to raise
children, pay the mortgage, buy a new
washer and dryer, but the Government
thinks because you are married, we
should take a few more bucks out of
your pocket and then spend it in Wash-
ington, because you know Washington
knows best.

Save marriage, end the penalty, let
Americans prosper.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Members are reminded that
their remarks are to be directed to the
Chair and not to other persons who
may be viewing the proceedings of the
House.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR).

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I am not as much troubled by
what I hear today, as by what I do not
hear. What I do not hear is any of the
participants reminding the American
people that because of actions that
Congress has taken during our life-
times, our Nation is $5 trillion deeper
in debt than the day that any of us
were born; that we are the beneficiaries
of those expenditures; that our Nation
won the Cold War; that it built the
interstate highway system; that it
built the intercostal canal system; that
it did a lot of good things for all us.
And now it is time, when we have the
opportunity because of some small sur-
pluses to pay the bills, we seem intent
on doing those things not to pay them.

In a search to give some Americans a
break, we are going to see to it that all
Americans continue to have $1 billion a
day of their tax money squandered on
paying interest on that debt; $1 billion
a day.

I hear my colleagues talking about
this enormous surplus, as if somehow
this building is awash in cash. Well, if
it exists, why are you delaying the pay
of the people who serve our Nation in
crummy places like Bosnia and Korea,
people who are at sea right now, under
the sea, on the sea on aircraft carriers
for 6 months at a time, why are you de-
laying their pay from September 29 of
this year to October 1, making them go
an extra weekend when they cannot
buy baby formula or diapers?

Do you know why? Because you are
trying to disguise the true nature of
the debt. You took that $2.5 billion pay
period and you shifted it to the next
fiscal year so it would look like the
surplus is bigger than it really is.

Mr. Speaker, why are we not as in-
tent on paying down the debt that was
incurred in our lifetime as we are in
trying to score political advantage
against each other come November 2?
The Nation that the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL) fought for, the
Nation that the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARCHER) fought for and so many
Members of this body fought for is
worth saving. If we do not pay our bills
while we have this brief opportunity,
the first time in 30 years that we actu-
ally have a surplus, then we never will.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say to my
good friend from Mississippi, who I
share many of his concerns on behalf of
our friends, I would point out many of
our military men and women suffer the
marriage tax penalty, and invite him
to join with us in a bipartisan efforts
to eliminate the marriage tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, to close, I yield the bal-
ance of my time to my good friend, the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. COLLINS),
a leading and respected member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, like 144,000 other tax-
payers in the 3rd District of Georgia, I
wear a wedding band.

b 1315
It is a symbol of my marriage. But,

due to the Tax Code, it is an excuse to
raise more revenue, and that is not
right.

Under today’s Tax Code, 25 billion
married couples pay higher taxes as a
result of saying, I do. Today’s bill will
change that. It will allow both wives
and husbands to each take a full stand-
ard deduction, and it will broaden the
lower tax bracket so that lower- and
middle-income couples will not be pun-
ished or pushed into a higher tax
bracket when their incomes are com-
bined.

The Marriage Penalty Tax Relief Act
of 2000 will provide American families
relief from the excessive taxation
which has been caused by our govern-
ment’s excessive spending. Now that a
balanced budget and reforms that the
Federal Government has done in the
past few years, we have a positive cash
flow. It is time to reduce the tax bur-
den on working Americans. Ending the
unfair marriage penalty is an impor-
tant step in that direction.

Mr. Speaker, my hope is that we will
not stop there. American families are
also paying far too much for gasoline,
which is a necessity for most house-
holds. My hope is that we will look at
repealing some of the Federal excise
taxes which contribute to the high cost
of gasoline.

But today, Mr. Speaker, we are con-
sidering relief from the marriage pen-
alty. I had hoped that we would have
made the tax relief in this bill effective
for the tax year 2000 instead of the year
2001 so families could get immediate
relief. Hopefully, in the conference we
will be able to accomplish the change
in the effective date for the taxable
year 2000.

Mr. Speaker, despite the delay in im-
plementation, this is a good bill that
will correct an injustice in the Tax
Code. I urge the House to pass this leg-
islation. I urge the President to sign
this bill into law, and I call on Mem-
bers of the House and Senate to resist
the temptation to use tax relief for
married couples as a pawn in some po-
litical game.
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I came to

Congress to help make our communities more
livable—to make families safe, healthy and
economically secure. Clearly, affording needed
tax relief to America’s working families is part
of that effort. This bill, however, skews prior-
ities: Rather than focusing on the working peo-
ple who need help the most, the bill offers the
most relief to those who already have lobby-
ists working for them.

First of all, we ought to be making things
easier for families, not more difficult. One big
problem for them is that a growing number are
being forced into the Alternative Minimum Tax,
which was originally intended to ensure that
very wealthy people paid at least some in-
come tax. Just last week, I was confronted
back home with a farmer who has 10 children
that he works hard to support. Taking the tax
credits for his children triggers the AMT for
him, and no one would confuse him with Bill
Gates.

This bill not only fails to solve the problem,
it actually makes things worse. In every year,
a larger percentage of families are shut out
from the full benefits of the bill, exceeding 50
percent by 2010.

It’s not that hard to fix this. The Democratic
alternative, which I support, would offer $89.1
billion in marriage penalty relief. It would fix
the AMT problem, making sure that families
actually get the tax relief they’ve been prom-
ised. It would direct an additional $10 billion to
low- and moderate-income families. Even bet-
ter, it would cost less than half of what the Re-
publican bill does.

With that additional revenue, we could ad-
dress other pressing priorities. More than 11
million American children have no health in-
surance. Many of their grandparents pay stag-
gering sums for the prescription drugs that
prolong and improve their lives. We have chil-
dren with special educational needs that Con-
gress has promised to fund—but Congress
can’t find the money for them. Sadly, in my
own state, one in five children suffers from
hunger sometime during the year. I believe
these issues deserve our attention just as
much as adjusting the tax schedule.

For that reason, I will vote for the alternative
that offers the most direct and targeted tax ad-
vantages for American families. Unfortunately,
the majority has rejected the opportunity for
commonsense reform in favor of political the-
ater. The bill the House will pass today will
rightly be vetoed by the President. It is going
nowhere—and it shouldn’t go anywhere. At
$182 billion, the cost of admission to this polit-
ical sideshow is just too high.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, once again this
House has before it legislation to eliminate the
penalty on marriage that is found in the in-
come tax code.

Quite simply, marriage should not be taxed.
As the financial pressures of families result

in both spouses entering the labor force, an
increasing number have become subject to
the marriage penalty. A major reason why so
many joint filers face this added burden is that
the very first dollar earned by the lower-earn-
ing spouse is taxed at the marginal rate of the
higher-earning spouse, not necessarily at the
lower 15% rate faced by single filers. This
problem was exacerbated in 1993, when the
Clinton tax measure increased the number of
tax brackets from three to five.

The Congressional Budget Office has esti-
mated that over 20 million married couples

pay higher taxes than they would if they were
single. This ‘‘tax’’ on marriage averages nearly
$1,400 per couple. This $1,400 could be used
by families to save for college or retirement,
make car payments, or pay for tutoring.

Middle income families are hit the hardest
by this penalty and they need this legislation
for tax relief. I urge the House to pass this leg-
islation.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in oppo-
sition to H.R. 4811 and in strong support of
the Rangel substitute. Unlike the underlying
bill, the Rangel substitute alleviates the mar-
riage penalty while preserving the necessary
resources to enact other tax cuts for working
families, to pay down the debt, and to protect
Social Security and Medicare.

About half of all married couples pay more
in income taxes because they are married
than they would if they were single. The other
half pay either the same or less. The Rangel
substitute provides $90 billion in targeted relief
to couples who pay the marriage penalty. The
Republican bill, by contrast, funnels more than
half the $182 billion in tax benefits to couples
who receive a marriage bonus and 2⁄3 of the
tax benefit to households earning more than
$75,000 annually.

With finite resources available, the Repub-
lican bill must be viewed in term of its oppor-
tunity costs. The more than $100 billion in this
legislation that is unrelated to marriage penalty
relief could be used to enact significant tax
cuts for working families. Rather than increas-
ing tax bonuses for higher income people,
Congress should help families cope with their
core pocketbook issues such as reducing the
cost of college, increasing the affordability of
health insurance, and encouraging savings for
retirement. In my view, these areas, along with
marriage penalty relief, should be the tax cut
priorities.

The current budget projections will accom-
modate significant tax cuts along with an ag-
gressive plan to pay down the debt and to
strengthen Social Security and Medicare. Pay-
ing down the debt and in turn reducing interest
rates is perhaps the most significant tax cut
Congress could offer. Lower interest rates
would cut mortgage payments on a $100,000
house by $2,000 annually. Likewise, the cost
of farm operating loans, car loans, and student
loans would all be reduced.

Finally, before allocating surplus for tax
cuts, Congress should set aside sufficient re-
sources to shore up the long-term future of
Social Security and Medicare. The current sur-
plus projections afford us a rare opportunity to
strengthen these programs for the Baby Boom
generation and beyond. We must also reserve
adequate resources to enact a guaranteed
drug benefit as part of the Medicare program
so that seniors will not be forced to choose
between their prescriptions and their food and
shelter.

In sum, there are a host of priorities that de-
serve our support, including marriage penalty
relief. It is critical, however, that this relief be
targeted so that we may enact other tax cuts
for working families, pay down the debt, and
protect Social Security and Medicare.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, when
we considered a basically identical bill in Feb-
ruary, I voted for it, although I was very reluc-
tant to do so.

I was reluctant because that was not the
best time for this bill, and that was not the
best bill for the job.

It wasn’t the right time because we had not
yet adopted a budget resolution and so a tax
bill—or a spending bill, for that matter—should
not have been considered then. Now, of
course, we have a budget resolution in place.
So, today at least the time is right.

But this still is not the best bill for the job
because in some areas it does too little, and
in others it does too much.

It does too little because it does not adjust
the Alternative Minimum Tax. That means it
leaves many middle-income families unpro-
tected from having most of the promised ben-
efits of the bill taken away. The Democratic
substitute would have adjusted the Alternative
Minimum Tax, which is one of the reasons I
voted for that better bill.

The Republican leadership’s bill does too
much in another area. Because it is not care-
fully targeted, it does not just apply to people
who pay a penalty because they are married.
Instead, a large part of the total benefits under
the bill would go to married people whose
taxes already are lower than they would be if
they were single. In other words, if this bill
were to become law as it now stands a pri-
mary result would not be to lessen marriage
‘‘penalties’’ but to increase marriage ‘‘bo-
nuses.’’

And, by going beyond what’s needed to end
marriage ‘‘penalties’’ the bill—if it were to be-
come law—would go too far in reducing the
surplus funds that will be needed to bolster
Social Security and Medicare.

Those were and remain the reasons for my
reluctance to vote for this bill. They are strong
reasons then and they are strong reasons
today.

In fact, if voting for the bill today would
mean that it would be law tomorrow, I would
vote against it. But that isn’t the case, fortu-
nately. The Senate still has a chance to im-
prove this bill. So, I will reluctantly vote for the
bill because I favor eliminating the marriage
penalty.

I am prepared to give the Republican lead-
ership one last chance to correct the bill’s defi-
ciencies rather than simply to insist on send-
ing it to the President for the promised veto.
I hope that the Republican leadership will
allow the bill to be improved to the point that
it merits becoming law—meaning that it will
deserve the President’s signature.

But if they miss that opportunity, and insist
on sending to the President a bill that falls
short of being appropriate for signature into
law, I will vote to sustain a veto.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in op-
position of H.R. 4810, the Marriage Tax Pen-
alty Relief Reconciliation Act of 2000. This is
yet another bill in a series of legislation
brought to the floor to help America’s wealthy.
Yes, we have entered an era of budget sur-
pluses, but the surpluses must not be squan-
dered on those who don’t need it—the wealthi-
est U.S. income-earners. I support targeted
marriage tax relief such as the Democrats
have provided in our substitute amendment
today. I also support increasing the earned in-
come tax credit for the working poor who real-
ly do need the tax break. The Democrats have
provided for this in the substitute bill as well.
And the Democratic substitute makes sure
that nobody will be denied the relief because
of the AMT. The Republican bill does not.

The Republicans have brought the estate
tax, marriage penalty tax, medical savings ac-
counts, and the telephone excise tax to the
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floor for consideration, and next week they
plan to bring pension reform to the floor as
well. Not a single one of these provisions will
provide relief for middle and lower income
working families. This Congress has already
spent $471 billion on tax cuts for the wealthy
and plans to spend another $54 billion on in-
creasing pensions for the wealthy next week.
This Congress can be charged with recklessly
spending half a trillion dollars on the wealthi-
est Americans and there may be more to
come. This is an irresponsible use of the hard-
earned tax funds lower and middle-income
earners contribute to their federal government.

I. MARRIAGE PENALTY TAX

This bill should target tax relief for those
who need it most. Unfortunately, the GOP pro-
posal actually helps wealthy Americans, not
simply those facing a tax penalty due to mar-
riage by implementing a tax bracket change
favorable to those in the top brackets. There
are nearly as many families that receive ‘‘mar-
riage bonus’’ as receive marriage penalties in
the U.S. As much as half of the $182 billion
in tax relief in the GOP bill will go to families
who receive the bonus and are not hurt by the
marriage penalty. This bill’s costliest provision,
expanding the 15% tax bracket, only benefits
taxpayers in the top quarter of the income dis-
tribution. This accounts for 65% of the plan’s
total cost, or nearly $100 billion. This bill’s title
implies that it helps those who are faced with
a marriage penalty when it truthfully benefits
the wealthy.

II. ESTATE TAX

The estate tax repeal—and the numerous
other tax measures passed by the House—
should be scrutinized with a measure of fair-
ness. It hardly seems fair to come to the floor
of the House week after week to provide hand
over fist full of tax break dollars to the wealthi-
est U.S. taxpayers, when we haven’t even ad-
dressed Medicare’s solvency. The estate tax
bill is the most egregious of all of the tax bills
that have come before the House for a vote.
It spends the most amount of money—$105
billion—on not just the wealthy, but the very
wealthy. Ninety percent of the tax cut benefits
will to go to those in the top 1% income
group—those earning $319,000 per year and
with estates over $20 million. Clearly this is a
tax break for the rich.

III. PENSION REFORM

The Ways and Means Committee is sched-
uled to markup the pension reform bill tomor-
row and it’s expected to be on the floor some-
time next week. While many of my colleagues
would like to believe that this package of re-
forms will help to increase pension coverage
for working Americans it will do exactly the op-
posite. Trickle down economics didn’t work for
Reagan and it won’t work for pensions. This
bill will directly help those executives who earn
$200,000 per year. This bill will purely benefit
the rich when not one provision is included to
help increase pension coverage for low and
middle-income workers.

IV. MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS

The Republicans want to appear as though
they are helping the average American worker
so they decided to include medical savings ac-
counts (MSAs) in the Patients Bill of Rights.
The greatest savings from MSAs will help
workers who have little or no health care ex-
penditures. It allows people with low health
costs to avoid taxes through essentially a new
form of an IRA. And the Republicans go even

further by allowing people to withdraw money
from their MSA without any tax penalty if they
maintain the deductible of $1,000 for individ-
uals and $2,000 for families. This isn’t a health
proposal at all—it’s just more money for the
rich.

V. TELEPHONE EXCISE TAX

While this isn’t a bill to directly help wealthy
Americans, its primary purpose is to help
wealthy corporations. This is just another fis-
cally irresponsible way for the Republicans to
reduce federal revenues for the vital programs
that the working families of this country rely
on. The leadership of the 106th Congress
doesn’t care if it squanders another $20 billion
in tax revenues by repealing the telephone ex-
cise tax. The GOP doesn’t care if we have
enough money to save Social Security and
Medicare for future generations or to give our
seniors a Medicare prescription drug benefit.

The Democratic substitute bill targets those
workers who need it most. The Democratic
substitute addresses the marriage penalty by
giving married couples a standard deduction
twice that of single people. In addition, low-in-
come married couples face a marriage penalty
in the earned income tax credit. The Demo-
cratic substitute would reduce those penalties
by increasing the income level at which the
credit begins to phase out by $2,000 in 2001
and by $2,500 in 2002 and thereafter. It would
also repeal the current reduction in the EITC
and refundable child credit by the amount of
the minimum tax. The Democratic substitute is
the responsible way to address the marriage
penalty tax without pandering to the wealthiest
2% of U.S. earners. I urge my colleagues to
support the Democratic substitute and oppose
H.R. 4810.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to state my opposition to this bill
being adopted in its current form. We should
offer relief from the tax burdens, which may be
imposed by our nation’s current marriage tax
policy only to those who are in need of help.

As founder and co-chair of the Congres-
sional Children’s Caucus, I do share many of
the leadership’s concerns regarding the pro-
motion of stable and secure marriages in our
society. After all, the foundation of any civiliza-
tion is the strength of its families. Therefore, I
believe that we should seriously consider
passing legislation that will provide true relief
for those pending marriages which are threat-
ened by our nation’s current marriage tax pol-
icy.

For this reason I have joined my fellow
Democratic colleagues in voicing opposition to
H.R. 4810, the Marriage Penalty Tax elimi-
nation Reconciliation Act as it is written be-
cause it does less than what it is being pur-
ported to do. For example, it will not provide
marriage penalty tax relief for the poor of our
society who face many hurdles to finding sta-
ble footings upon which to build lives for their
children and families. In addition to this con-
cern, H.R. 4810 provides a tax break mostly to
the very wealthy. This fact alone taints the
image that many in this body would like to
project to Americans, that our actions have the
altruistic intent of only helping those young
people in our communities who are just start-
ing out in life and who would like to marry.

I would suggest to those Americans who ea-
gerly await our actions in this matter pay close
attention to what this body is actually attempt-
ing to do. Our efforts today should not be
based on tax cut slight-of-hand and short-
sided actions on the issue of marriage.

All of us present understand that the institu-
tion of marriage is very important. I personally
believe that it is sacred, and for this reason
we should be very careful about what we do
as a legislative body, in an area that is after
all a personal decision. We should be very
sure that any legislative changes made to any
benefit for our citizens has the effect of sup-
porting the institution of marriage in real and
meaningful ways.

I would ask my colleagues to remember the
struggle shared by them and their spouses
when they first married. For this reason, I am
very supportive of Congressman’s RANGEL’s
substitute amendment to this bill. I applaud
Congressman RANGEL’s attempts to reach
some middle ground on this issue with the
majority, and thank him for bringing before this
body an opportunity to have a rational discus-
sion regarding the marriage tax policy of our
nation. As the bill is currently written, the tax
penalty to the federal government should this
bill become law would be $182 billion in lost
government revenue.

Like the bill, the Rangel substitute would re-
duce the marriage tax penalty by increasing
the basic standard deduction for a married
couple filing a joint income tax-return to twice
the basic standard deduction for an unmarried
individual, and adjusts the Alternative Min-
imum Tax in an attempt to ensure that the
benefits of the standard deduction change
would not be nullified. However, an added
benefit of the Rangel substitute is that it will
also reduce the marriage tax penalty by modi-
fying the tax code in order to make more mar-
ried couples eligible for the Earned Income
Tax Credit beginning in 2001. Additionally, the
Rangel substitute will increase the income
level at which the credit begins to phase out
by providing $2,000 in 2001 and $2,500 in
2002 and subsequent years. I would add that
unlike the bill, the substitute does not provide
for an increase in the upper limit of the 15%
tax bracket. I would hope that this body not
endorse a tax cut for the wealthy under the
guise relief tax relief for newly married young
couples.

This body did not do all that it could have
done to promote the stability of marriage
among our nation’s senior population with the
passage, of what was called, the senior’s pre-
scription drug benefit bill that was passed prior
to the July 4, break that legislation merely
gave insurance companies more money. If the
marriages of our elderly poor are shattered
due to the high cost of health care and in par-
ticular the financial stress created by the unfair
cost of prescription drugs then the security of
their marriages as well as their lives together
are threatened. We should take the oppor-
tunity presented to us through the consider-
ation of the Rangel substitute to make amends
for some of the lack of attention given to real
life problems through the adopting of a mar-
riage penalty relief bill that will provide real tax
relief to real people.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in oppo-
sition to H.R. 4810, the Marriage Tax Penalty
Relief Reconciliation Act of 2000. This bill is
the exact marriage penalty relief bill that was
passed in February. So I must ask why are we
wasting valuable time debating legislation that
has already been considered and which the
president threatened to veto last February? It
is time that we provide tax relief for those cou-
ples that are truly penalized and then use the
remaining time in this session to do what the
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American public is asking for; providing pre-
scription drug coverage, paying down the na-
tional debt and strengthening Social Security
and Medicare.

While I support tax relief for those couples
who are penalized, I do not, support H.R.
4810 which would provide tax relief half of
which will to go those couples who benefit
from a marriage bonus rather than a marriage
penalty under the current tax code. Further,
this bill would cost $182.3 billion over the next
ten years and would give the lion’s share of its
tax cuts to higher-income families. The aver-
age tax cut for families with incomes less than
$50,000 would be about $149 per year, while
families with incomes over $75,000 would get
an average tax cut of nearly $1,000 per year.
That is why I oppose H.R. 4810 and support
the substitute offered by Representative Ran-
gel, which is fairer and more fiscally respon-
sible.

The substitute would do a better job of fixing
the marriage penalty, and cost less than half
as much as H.R. 4810. It would assure that
the Alternative Minimum tax (AMT) does not
deny the tax relief the bill promises. The AMT
ensures that everyone pays at least a min-
imum tax. Under H.R. 4810, many married
couples with children will not get the adver-
tised tax relief because they fall under a com-
plex set of AMT rules. When this bill was
drafted behind closed doors, it ignored the ef-
fect of the AMT. As a result, by 2008, nearly
half of the American families with two children
would be under the minimum tax and receive
nothing or less than what H.R. 4810 promised.

Like the bill, the substitute would reduce the
marriage tax penalty by increasing the basic
standard deduction for a married couple filing
a joint income tax return to twice the basic
standard deduction for an unmarried indi-
vidual. The substitute also would reduce the
marriage tax penalty by modifying the tax
code in order to make more married couples
eligible for the Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC) beginning in 2001. It would increase
the income level at which the credit begins to
phase out by $2,000 in 2001 and by $2,500 in
2002 and thereafter.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to do
what is right for the American people and op-
pose H.R. 4810 and support the substitute
that provides genuine relief for our citizens
who are truly penalized.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, with great re-
gret, I rise today in opposition to H.R. 4810.
The regret is not only because I must oppose
this bill, but because my friends on the other
side of aisle are unwilling to enact true and
meaningful reform that benefits all American
citizens. Instead, we are being presented with
proposed legislation that will assist couples
making more than $75,000 a year at the ex-
pense of strengthening future financing of So-
cial Security and Medicare and modernizing
Medicare by including affordable prescription
drug coverage.

On the surface, this bill appears to be a
blessing for all married couples but there will
be millions of unhappy tax payers next April
15th when they learn that they will not benefit
from the promises being made today.

Who will benefit? Two-thirds of the actual
benefits in this package will go to the 30% of
married couples making more than $75,000 a
year. Review of the bill by financial analysts
indicate that the average tax cut for couples
receiving more than $75,000 would be $994 a

year, compared to a tax cut of only $149 for
couples making less than $75,000 a year.

Perhaps the most egregious flaw in this bill
is that makes no modifcation to the Alternative
Minimum Tax which places a floor on the total
amount of deductions which couples may file
for each year. By not adjusting that figure,
many middle-class families with children will
not receive a dime from the sham ‘‘benefits’’
contained in this bill. I believe that it is those
very families with children who most deserve
a marriage tax benefit.

H.R. 4810 proposes to remove $50.7 billion
over five years and $182.3 billion over ten
years from the federal budget. We are already
scrounging for funds in an effort to pay down
the national debt and shore up the Social Se-
curity and Medicare funds. Where will this put
us in ten years when today’s middle-aged
married couples are ready to retire?

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
rises today to express his support for H.R.
4810, the Marriage Penalty Tax Elimination
Reconciliation Act. This bill will have a positive
effect, in particular, on middle and lower in-
come married couples.

At the outset, this Member would like to
thank the distinguished Chairman of the
House Ways and Means Committee from
Texas [Mr. ARCHER], for introducing this legis-
lation.

It is important to note that H.R. 4810 has
the same provisions as H.R. 6, which passed
on the floor of the House on February 10,
2000, by a vote of 268–158, with this Mem-
ber’s support. However, the Senate has been
unable to reach the 60 vote threshold on a
cloture vote to close debate on marriage pen-
alty legislation. As a result, the House is now
considering the marriage tax penalty as the
first reconciliation bill, a status which will allow
debate and amendments to be limited in the
Senate.

While there are many reasons to support
H.R. 4810, this Member will enumerate two
specific reasons. First, H.R. 4810 takes a sig-
nificant step toward eliminating the current
marriage penalty in the Internal Revenue
Code. Second, H.R. 4810 follows the principle
that the Federal income tax code should be
marriage-neutral.

1. First, this legislation, H.R. 4810, will help
eliminate the marriage penalty in the Internal
Revenue Code in the following significant
ways:

STANDARD DEDUCTION

It will increase the standard deduction for
married couples who file jointly to double the
standard deduction for singles beginning in
2001. For example, in 2000, the standard de-
duction equals $4,400 for single taxpayers but
$7,350 for married couples who file jointly. If
this legislation was effective in 2000, the
standard deduction for married couples who
file jointly would be $8,800 which would be
double the standard deduction for single tax-
payers.

THE 15 PERCENT TAX BRACKET

It will increase the amount of married cou-
ples’ income (who file jointly) subject to the
lowest 15 percent marginal tax rate to twice
that of single taxpayers beginning in 2003,
phased in over six years. Under the current
tax law, the 15 percent bracket covers tax-
payers with income up to $26,250 for singles
and $43,850 for married couples who file joint-
ly. If this legislation was effective in 2000,
married couples would pay the 15 percent tax

rate on their first $52,500 of taxable income,
which would be double the aforementioned
current income amount for singles.

2. Second, H.R. 4810 will help the Internal
Revenue Code become more marriage-neu-
tral. Currently, many married couples who file
jointly pay more Federal income tax than they
would as two unmarried singles. The Internal
Revenue Code should not be a consideration
when individuals discuss their future marital
status.

Therefore, for these reasons, and many oth-
ers, this Member urges his colleagues to sup-
port the Marriage Penalty Tax Elimination
Reconciliation Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The time for general debate on
the bill has expired.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. RANGEL

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute
offered by Mr. RANGEL:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Marriage
Tax Penalty Relief Reconciliation Act of
2000’’.
SEC. 2. ELIMINATION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN

STANDARD DEDUCTION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section

63(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to standard deduction) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ in subparagraph (A)
and inserting ‘‘twice the dollar amount in ef-
fect under subparagraph (C) for the taxable
year’’,

(2) by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B),

(3) by striking ‘‘in the case of’’ and all that
follows in subparagraph (C) and inserting ‘‘in
any other case.’’, and

(4) by striking subparagraph (D).
(b) INCREASE ALLOWED AS DEDUCTION IN DE-

TERMINING MINIMUM TAX.—Subparagraph (E)
of section 56(b)(1) of such Code is amended by
adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘The preceding sentence shall not
apply to so much of the standard deduction
under subparagraph (A) of section 63(c)(2) as
exceeds the amount which be such deduction
but for the amendment made by section 2(a)
of the Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Rec-
onciliation Act of 2000.

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subparagraph (B) of section 1(f)(6) of

such Code is amended by striking ‘‘(other
than with’’ and all that follows through
‘‘shall be applied’’ and inserting ‘‘(other than
with respect to sections 63(c)(4) and
151(d)(4)(A)) shall be applied’’.

(2) Paragraph (4) of section 63(c) of such
Code is amended by adding at the end the
following flush sentence:

‘‘The preceding sentence shall not apply to
the amount referred to in paragraph (2)(A).’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 3. MARRIAGE PENALTY RELIEF FOR

EARNED INCOME CREDIT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section

32 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to credit for earned income) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:
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‘‘(3) REDUCTION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a joint re-

turn, the phaseout amount under this sec-
tion shall be such amount (determined with-
out regard to this paragraph) increased by
$2,500 ($2,000 in the case of taxable years be-
ginning during 2001).

‘‘(B) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In the case
of any taxable year beginning in a calendar
year after 2002, the $2,500 amount contained
in subparagraph (A) shall be increased by an
amount equal to the product of—

‘‘(i) such dollar amount, and
‘‘(ii) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, deter-
mined by substituting ‘calendar year 2001’
for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B)
thereof.

If any increase determined under the pre-
ceding sentence is not a multiple of $50, such
increase shall be rounded to the next lowest
multiple of $50.’’

(b) REPEAL OF REDUCTION OF REFUNDABLE
TAX CREDITS.—

(1) Subsection (d) of section 24 of such Code
is amended by striking paragraph (2) and re-
designating paragraph (3) as paragraph (2).

(2) Section 32 of such Code is amended by
striking subsection (h).

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 545, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL).

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

As I have pointed out earlier, there
comes a time that we should be talking
about legislation that does not just
pass the House, but is signed into law.
What we have done is to recognize that
there is an inequity that exists when
certain couples pay more taxes than
they would pay if they were not mar-
ried, and that is why we double the
standard deduction to take care of this
inequity.

We too would like to give more dra-
matic tax cuts, but not just to give $200
billion out at a time, but to take a
look and to see that the tax cuts are
targeted, that they are fair and that
they are equitable, but at the same
time that we have fulfilled our respon-
sibility to the Social Security, the
Medicare system, and that we pay
down some part of our Federal debt.
This is so important when we think of
the trillions of dollars that we are still
in debt and the billions of dollars that
we pay every year in interest.

Mr. Speaker, it would just seem to
me that if we could come together and
compromise, to make certain we take
care of the problem without trying to
make political statements, that the
House of Representatives will be in bet-
ter shape not as Republicans, not
Democrats, but as lawmakers that are
able to say that in the House, the peo-
ple govern.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER)
claim the time in opposition?

Mr. WELLER. Yes, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. WELLER).

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would like to briefly respond to my
good friend from New York, and I re-
spect his efforts to offer a proposal ad-
dressing the marriage tax penalty, and
I would point out that even though he
means well, his proposal falls short.

Unfortunately, under the Democratic
alternative, there is a very large group
who suffer from the marriage tax pen-
alty who are left out, essentially dis-
criminated against under the Demo-
cratic alternative, and they are those
who itemize their taxes. I would point
out that those who primarily itemize
their taxes are middle-class families,
middle-class married couples who
itemize their taxes because they give
money to charity, their church or their
synagogue, their temple, institutions
of faith and charity, or they own a
home. So if we think about it, we think
about our constituents back home,
married couples who, of course, suffer
the marriage tax penalty and whether
or not they own a home and, of course,
I have thousands of married couples
who suffer the marriage tax penalty
and own a home. Under the Democrat
proposal, they would be left out. They
would still have to tough out suffering
the marriage tax penalty.

Let us remember, what is the average
marriage tax penalty? The average
marriage tax penalty is $1,400. Here in
Washington, $1,400 is a drop in the
bucket; it is nothing to those who want
to spend money here in Washington.
But for families back home in Illinois
and the Southside of Chicago and the
south suburbs where I have the privi-
lege of representing, it is real money.
Fourteen hundred dollars is a year’s
tuition at our community college, it is
3 months of day care at our local child
care center, it is a washer and a dryer.
Frankly, for someone who just had a
baby such as Michelle and Shad
Hallihan, two public schoolteachers
from Joliet, if they are able to set that
full marriage tax penalty every year,
that is $25,000 that they could set aside
for their little child, Ben.

The bottom line is, if we want to help
those who suffer the marriage tax pen-
alty, we should help those who itemize
taxes, such as those who give to char-
ity, those who give to their church or
their synagogue, as well as those who
own a home.

So clearly, I rise in opposition to the
Democrat alternative. The bipartisan
effort which was supported by every
House Republican, as well as 48 Demo-
crats who broke ranks with their lead-
ership, and again, I want to extend an
invitation to those who did not support
us this spring to join with us in an even
greater bipartisan effort to eliminate
the marriage tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM).

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the Democratic sub-
stitute and in opposition to the base
bill we have before us concerning tax
relief.

I think what stuns me the most is
how time and time again, the majority
party proves its preference for clinging
to a political sound bite that they hope
will translate into Election Day results
rather than actually seizing golden op-
portunities to accomplish something
good for the American people.

How much more clear could it be
that the vast majority of this body, as
well as the Senate and the President,
are eager to bring about genuine mar-
riage tax relief for the average Amer-
ican family? We could come to the
floor this afternoon and in very short
order develop the compromise that
would bring meaningful support and
tax equity to millions of Americans.
Sadly, we choose instead to continue a
charade.

The other thing that amazes me is
the level of inconsistency reflected
from one message of the day to the
next. On one day, this House loves to
congratulate itself on its commitment
to debt reduction. The next day it is
tax relief for small businesses. Another
day, we swear our support for Social
Security and Medicare, while doing
nothing about Social Security and
Medicare. Then, we promise a huge tax
cut not only for middle- and low-in-
come married couples, but we also
sneak in wider tax brackets to benefit
on this folks.

Now, I think most of these things are
worthy, and, in fact, should be among
our highest priorities. But it is just not
possible to have 10 different number
one priorities.

The blue dogs looked at the whole
picture and realistically balanced each
concern with the other, rather than
pandering to the ‘‘cause du jour.’’ We
do not live in the political fairy land
which believes in a Budgetary God-
mother who can wave her magic wand
and grant all of our expensive wishes.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud of the
Democratic substitute on the floor
today. It would accomplish what the
name implies: genuine tax relief for
couples who have been penalized by vir-
tue of marriage. It corrects the flaw in
the Republican bill, the AMT problem
which would deny relief to nearly half
of middle-income American families
with two children by the time the bill
would be fully phased in. It also en-
dorses the idea that lower-income,
married couples deserve relief by ad-
justing their earned income tax credit.
Just as importantly, the Democratic
substitute ensures that we will have re-
sources for other priorities, such as
debt reduction, strengthening Social
Security and Medicare, estate tax re-
lief, prescription drug coverage, and
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providing relief to our rural hospitals.
The Democratic alternative and mo-
tion to recommit will guarantee that
estate tax relief does not come at the
expense of raiding the Medicare trust
fund or taking away resources needed
for Medicare prescription drug cov-
erage.

Mr. Speaker, we have the oppor-
tunity to actually accomplish good
today. Will we choose that path, or will
we continue to choose rhetoric over so-
lutions? Vote for the Democratic sub-
stitute and strongly oppose the base
bill.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would say to my good friend from
Texas that if he chooses to vote
against our effort to eliminate the
marriage tax penalty, he will vote to
deny 114,000 married taxpayers in the
17th district of Texas, many of whom
are ranchers and farmers, relief from
the marriage tax penalty, and that is
just not fair. I would extend an invita-
tion to my good friend from Texas.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WELLER, Not this time, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER)
is going to use my name and my dis-
trict, I would ask the gentleman to
yield.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I extend
an invitation to the gentleman from
Texas to join us in a bipartisan effort
and to join the 48 Democrats who al-
ready voted for this legislation.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time is controlled by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. WELLER). The Chair
will be glad to extend an opportunity
shortly.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mon-
tana (Mr. HILL), my good friend, and a
leader in the effort to eliminate the
marriage tax penalty.

Mr. HILL of Montana. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I am sure if my colleagues or the
public is listening in on this debate,
they are kind of confused, because Re-
publicans and Democrats are both com-
ing to the floor and they are saying
they want to provide marriage tax re-
lief and both are saying that it is un-
fair.

Folks, what we need to understand is
that the Democratic leadership plan
could best be labeled ‘‘Marriage Pen-
alty Tax Relief Light.’’ The reason for
that is that the Democrat leadership
plan wants to create new discrimina-
tions in the code. They want to, for ex-
ample, discriminate against stay-at-
home moms or stay-at-home dads, or
they want to discriminate against the
people who own a home, but might
have a mortgage against it, but provide

tax relief for those people who own a
home, but who would not have a mort-
gage against it.

Basically, what the Democrats are
saying is that we will support your
plan, if you will shift the marriage pen-
alty from some families and impose it
on other families.

Now, this bill is not just about tax
relief, it is also about tax fairness. The
Republican plan says, let us do this.
Let us treat all families basically the
same, if they have the same level of in-
come.

Mr. Speaker, this Republican tax
package started out as part of our
budget. We said that we wanted to bal-
ance the budget and pay down the na-
tional debt. That was opposed by the
Democrat leadership. We said we want-
ed to set aside 100 percent of Social Se-
curity in a lockbox. That was opposed
by the Democrat leadership. We passed
a prescription drug plan, $40 billion for
seniors, also opposed by the Demo-
cratic leadership, and now we have a
tax plan, a tax relief plan for all Amer-
ican families, and that is opposed by
the democratic leadership as well.

Mr. Speaker, 90,000 families in my
district, and the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. WELLER) does not have to tell
me how many, because I know, are
going to get an average of $1,400 in tax
relief from this bill, and they need it. I
urge us to support the Republican plan,
I urge us to oppose the Democrat sub-
stitute for tax relief light.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)
to give him an opportunity at least to
respond to the accusations made by the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, in re-
sponse to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER), my good friend, it may
be true, and I assume the gentleman’s
numbers are correct, but I also have
116,000 Social Security recipients in my
district. In all due respect, the Repub-
lican tax bill and the entire other tax
package will jeopardize the future of
Social Security and Medicare. And just
as the gentleman in his own district,
he has 92,000 senior citizens that he is
willing to put at risk for this continued
charade that we have today.

With all due respect, we have to have
a balanced package, and we cannot do
all of those things which the gen-
tleman from Illinois and others con-
tend we can do. We must map some pri-
ority choices, and I resent the fact that
the gentleman from Illinois would
imply that what I am voting for today
does not eliminate the marriage tax
penalty in the 17th district because it
does, and the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER) knows it.

b 1330

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. BONIOR), the distinguished mi-
nority whip.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend, the gentleman from New

York (Mr. RANGEL), for yielding time
to me. I do not think I will need 4 min-
utes, but I appreciate the courtesy.

Mr. Speaker, I have 61,000 good rea-
sons to reform the marriage penalty.
That happens to be the number, 61,000,
of couples in my district being stuck
with the marriage penalty today. What
they will tell us is that taxing mar-
riage is not just unfair, it is irrational,
so why on Earth would any couple be
forced to pay a penalty for getting
married?

But if we listen closely to what they
are saying to us, they are saying some-
thing besides, do not tax my marriage.
They are saying, yes, we want a tax
cut, but once we get it we do not want
to have to spend it paying for our par-
ents’ prescription medicine.

They are right. That is why we have
offered an alternative. We are cutting
the marriage penalty for the middle-
class couples, I think a better alter-
native than what the Republicans have
offered, because it is fair, it is more eq-
uitable, it deals with the concerns of
working men and women in this coun-
try, working couples.

But we are saying, let us just not
stop there. Let us invest in providing
an affordable prescription drug benefit
through Medicare. If we do this right,
and the offer has been made by the
President, if we do this right, we can
provide tax relief for married couples
and affordable medicine that older
Americans deserve. Even more, we can
do it without busting the budget. We
can do it within the confines of fiscal
responsibility.

Mr. Speaker, let us make sure that
the tax relief that we provide goes to
the couples who have earned it, not to
the big drug companies who want it.

I urge my colleagues to vote for the
substitute and vote against passage of
this bill. When we get into conference,
as we will, as we get into a final discus-
sion of this issue as well as other tax
issues, as well as the prescription medi-
cine, prescription drug bill, we will be
able to facilitate the needs of both of
those very important constituencies
that we represent, and we will be able
to do it within the confines of a bal-
anced budget, reducing our national
debt, getting the debt gone so we can
have some fiscal solvency in our na-
tional life, as well as making sure that
Medicare and social security are sol-
vent at the same time, and providing
tax relief for the people who need it in
this country.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
would remind my good friend, the mi-
nority whip, that the balanced budget
we are working on this year not only
locks away 100 percent for social secu-
rity, but it pays off the national debt
before 2013, the same year the Presi-
dent has set as a goal, and also sets
aside $40 billion for prescription drug
coverage under Medicare, legislation
we passed just a few short weeks ago.

I would also note to my good friend,
the gentleman from Michigan, that if
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he chooses to vote against our bipar-
tisan efforts to eliminate the marriage
tax penalty, he will vote to deny 122,000
married taxpayers in the Tenth Dis-
trict in Michigan relief from the mar-
riage penalty.

That is just not fair. Let us work to-
gether. I would extend an invitation to
join with the 48 Democrats who broke
with their leadership and voted in a bi-
partisan way to eliminate the marriage
tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to my
good friend, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. WELDON), a family advocate
and leader in the effort to eliminate
the marriage penalty.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me, and I commend him for
solid work on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in very strong
support for the Republican bill and in
opposition to the Democratic sub-
stitute. Mr. Speaker, I believe it is im-
moral to have a Tax Code that discour-
ages people from getting married. It is
immoral to have a Tax Code that en-
courages people to live out of wedlock.

I saw it firsthand in my medical
practice where I had couples coming in
to see me as patients who were living
outside the bonds of marriage, and
when I would ask them why, the reason
I heard most often was because their
taxes would go up.

It particularly disturbed me to see it
in senior citizens, who knew that they
were setting a bad example for their
children and their grandchildren, and
they would most often cite to me that
their taxes would go up $1,000 to $1,400
if they were to get married. Our tax re-
lief package provides that necessary
relief so we would not have a Tax Code
encouraging people to live outside of
wedlock.

The Democratic substitute will pro-
vide about $210 worth of marriage tax
penalty relief to those same couples,
and it does not get the job done, in my
opinion. We will not relieve this im-
moral feature of our Tax Code with
their substitute, so that is why I am
encouraging people to vote against it.

I would like to address head-on two
of the big complaints that we are hear-
ing today, one of which is that when we
expand the 15 percent tax bracket for
married couples filing jointly so that
they do not suffer a marriage penalty,
we provide tax relief to some married
couples where the mother stays home
and takes care of the kids.

I say, what is wrong with that? Is
that not a middle-class tax cut? Did
President Clinton not campaign in 1992
on welfare reform, balancing the budg-
et, and a middle-class tax cut? What is
wrong with providing those same fami-
lies with a stay-at-home mom or stay-
at-home dad some relief from their
taxes?

Do not all the psychologists tell us
that one of the best things to make
sure kids do well in school and we have
a lower incidence of juvenile delin-
quency is to have parents that are

more involved? Should we not be en-
couraging parents to take more time to
stay at home and be with their kids?

Another thing that I want to address
head-on, and we heard this from one of
the previous speakers, is that, oh, we
are better off using this money for
something else.

I heard that argument in 1997 when
we passed the $500 per child tax credit
and the capital gains relief. We passed
those, and all the naysayers said, well,
the money will be gone. We will not see
that money anymore. We could better
use it to spend on this or that.

What happened? Well, revenue into
the Treasury went up. Indeed, those
same arguments went on in 1980 when
Ronald Reagan lowered taxes. The
same arguments went on in 1960 when
Jack Kennedy lowered taxes. Every
time we lower taxes, revenue into the
Treasury goes up, it does not go down.
It is not a zero sum game.

The parents who get that money are
going to spend that money. They are
going to create jobs, stimulate the
economy. We pass this tax package and
it will be the best way for us to make
sure that Medicare is solvent and that
we can have a prescription drug plan,
because revenue into the Treasury will
go up, it will not go down. It is not a
zero sum game.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA), a distinguished
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, here we go again. We
passed a bill that would cost us, once
fully phased in, $50 billion a year to
provide relief to 2 percent of taxpayers
when we cut the estate tax. The 2 per-
cent of the taxpayers happen to rep-
resent the 2 percent wealthiest tax-
payers in America, and 98 percent of all
American families would not partici-
pate in any of that tax cut. That will
cost about $50 billion once it is fully
phased in.

This bill, which purports to provide
relief for married couples, would cost
about $30 billion per year as well once
it is fully phased in. When we start
adding it up, we start to realize that if
we do do all of these things, we will not
have money to do some other things.

Like what? Well, we are fighting on
this floor these days to try to figure
out a way to provide seniors with a
way to pay for not an estate tax, when
we have a massive estate and we are
trying to avoid taxes on it, but trying
to help them pay for basic coverage for
drugs that they need, prescription
drugs that they need, just to continue
a healthy lifestyle as seniors.

We cannot get there. We have not
done that yet. Yet, we will not have
the money to pay for the cost of help-
ing seniors afford prescription drugs so
they do not have to make the decision
between their prescription drugs or
their rent or their prescription drugs

or their food because we are going to
spend it on giving a tax cut in the es-
tate tax repeal bill that will benefit
only the 2 percent richest families in
America.

We are now talking about doing a
marriage tax penalty relief that will
benefit in many cases families that are
not even being penalized. About half of
the benefits of this bill go to families
that are not even being penalized, so-
called penalized, under the marriage
penalty because they are families
where there are two income earners,
and one of the income earners happens
to be very high earning and the other
very low earning, but because this is a
bill that gives an across-the-board cut
to anyone who is married, even those
who are benefiting from the Tax Code,
and that includes that working family
where there is one very high-earning
spouse and the other a low-earning
spouse, we are still going to give them
a benefit, when in fact what we are try-
ing to do is make sure there is no so-
called penalty for any couple that de-
cides to get married as compared to
two people who stay single to live to-
gether.

How unfortunate that what we are
planning to do is to provide tax cuts
and not help seniors, unfortunate that
we are looking to do tax cuts that ben-
efit mostly wealthy folks and not help
seniors, trying to do this and not pro-
tect young people who are trying to go
on to school and perhaps make it on to
college; do these tax cuts that help
mostly wealthy individuals, and not
help shore up our Armed Forces, where
we have Armed Forces personnel, some
of our men and women in uniform, who
are on food stamp programs because we
cannot give them enough money.

Why do we not start to do the right
things first, get rid of those things that
we need to do first, work on passing
legislation that deals with the impor-
tant parts of getting our seniors their
benefits, getting our men and women
in the Armed Forces the monies they
need in their salaries, and then we go
on to do the tax cuts that will benefit
all people, not just the wealthy?

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would say to my good friend, the
gentleman from California, that if he
chooses to vote against our bipartisan
effort to eliminate the marriage tax
penalty, he will vote to deny 88,000
married taxpayers in the 30th District
in California relief from the marriage
tax penalty. That is just not fair.

Let us work together. I invite my
friend from California to join the 48
Democrats who broke with their lead-
ership and supported our bipartisan ef-
forts to eliminate the marriage tax
penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield 31⁄2
minutes to my good friend, the gentle-
woman from Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN),
who has been a real leader on behalf of
families.

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Speaker, this is a
good day. This is a good day for Ameri-
cans because we are moving one day
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closer to eliminating the marriage tax
penalty. It is a good day for working
women.

I am a working woman. Many work-
ing women have a large portion of their
salaries eaten up by this unfair tax
that is placed upon them only because
they are married.

Garth Brooks is one of my favorite
entertainers of all time. The reason I
started liking him was because he sings
a song called ‘‘Shameless.’’ I cannot
help but think of Garth Brooks when I
am sitting here listening to this debate
today, because it seem to me that the
speakers on the other side are shame-
less.

One on the other side said, ‘‘We
should not be passing this tax cut be-
cause we should be reducing the debt.’’
The others are not quite so shameless
because they say, ‘‘We should not be
passing this tax cut. We know better
how to spend your money, so let us
spend the money. We will spend it on
other programs.’’

The truth is, if there is money in
Washington, it will be spent. So our
choice is not whether or not we pay
down the debt or cut taxes. After the
President vetoed the $792 billion tax
package last year that we passed, with-
in 48 hours every single penny of that
was spent.

So let us get honest, it is not between
paying the debt and tax cuts, it is be-
tween giving people’s money back to
them, and it is their money, they know
how to spend it best, or our arrogance,
saying we know how to spend their
money for them better than they do.

Over the past several weeks I have
had the pleasure of attending weddings
in my hometown of Casper, Wyoming.
In both cases, as in the case with al-
most every young married couple these
days, both the bride and the groom
were starting bright futures in our Na-
tion’s work force. It is very satisfying
to me to know that, along with my col-
leagues in the 106th Congress, I would
have the opportunity to ensure that
these young, ambitious, and hard-
working couples would not have to
shoulder an additional tax burden just
because they took the marriage vows.

Unfortunately, I cannot say the same
for the 45,000 married couples in my
home State of Wyoming, or the 25 mil-
lion married couples across the United
States that are currently subjected to
that tax every year.

Marriage is a sacred institution, it is
not a taxable institution. Today we
will have the opportunity to vote on a
measure that will level the playing
field for hard-working husbands and
wives.

This legislation also includes specific
provisions to assist our Nation’s lowest
income families. Washington should
not be in the business of penalizing
families but in providing them with
more freedom, more choice, and more
opportunity. I urge my colleagues to
vote against the substitute and for the
bill.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR).

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, since I believe the previous
speaker made at least one reference to-
wards me, I would like to point out
that the Constitution of the United
States says that no money shall be
drawn from the Treasury except by an
appropriation by Congress. The Presi-
dents cannot spend money that we do
not allow them to.

If this Congress truly believes in re-
ducing the debt, then we can put a line
in the budget saying x number of dol-
lars will go towards reducing the
American debt. That is what I am for.
I hope Members will join me.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this whole concept
about if we do not give the money back
to the taxpayers that it is going to be
spent by the Congress, I do not know
what is in the water on the other side
of the aisle, but the Republicans hap-
pen to be in charge of the Congress. It
is almost like a serial killer saying,
stop me before I kill again.

If they cannot control themselves in
terms of this spending, then let the
whole world know it before November,
but do not say, we are going to waste
the taxpayers’ money. It will not be
‘‘we,’’ it may be ‘‘thee.’’

b 1345
Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to

the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
SANCHEZ).

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL), my colleague and
the ranking member of the committee
for yielding me time that he has given
to me.

Mr. Speaker, I have a record in sup-
port of reducing the tax burden for
American families, one that I am very
proud of here in this Congress. Today,
I rise in support of Mr. RANGEL’s Mar-
riage Tax Penalty Relief Proposal.

The Rangel proposal provides greater
marriage penalty tax relief and yet it
maintains our budget discipline. For
example, the proposal doubles the
standard deduction for couples. It ex-
pands the Earned Income Tax Credit so
vital to people who live in the area I
represent.

It mitigates the harmful effects of
the alternative minimum tax so that
families with children will actually re-
ceive these benefits.

Under the Rangel proposal, a family
with two children will receive almost
$300 a year in tax relief.

Mr. Speaker, I have worked in the fi-
nancial markets and my colleagues on
Wall Street tell me that the Repub-
lican bill will devour one-fourth of the
projected on-budget surplus, monies
that we really need to direct at Social
Security, prescription drug coverage,
Medicare, and, most importantly, to
pay down the debt.

Marriage penalty relief needs to be
addressed, but not with the Repub-

licans bill, not this large, skewed to
the wealthy bill.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the proposal of the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL).

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to remind
my good friend, the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. SANCHEZ) that while she
claims that the Democrat proposal pro-
vides more marriage tax relief than the
bipartisan proposal, I would point out
according to the Joint Committee on
Taxation that the bipartisan proposal
provides $51 billion of marriage tax re-
lief over 5 years, while the Democrat
provides only $38 billion; 38 is less than
51. It is simple math.

Mr. Speaker, I would also ask the
previous speaker, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. SANCHEZ) to note
that if she chooses to vote against our
effort to eliminate the marriage tax
penalty, she will vote to deny 101,000
married taxpayers in the 46th District
of California relief from the marriage
tax penalty. That is just not fair. I
want to extend that invitation for her
to join the 48 House Democrats who
broke ranks with their leadership in
order to join in a bipartisan effort to
wipe out the marriage tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL-
MAN), the chairman of the Committee
on International Relations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
WELLER) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise
today in strong support of H.R. 4810,
the Marriage Tax Penalty Elimination
Reconciliation Act.

This legislation increases the stand-
ard deduction for married couples to
twice that of single filers. Moreover, it
expands the 15 percent tax bracket to
twice that for single taxpayers, phas-
ing the increase in over a 6-year period.
In all, the bill provides over a 10-year
period more than $182 billion in tax re-
lief.

Mr. Speaker, this measure also pro-
vides an increase to the earned income
tax credit, EITC, for working poor fam-
ilies, by raising by $2,000 the amount of
income a couple filing jointly may earn
before the EITC benefits begin to phase
out.

Currently, the Tax Code punishes
married couples where both partners
work by driving them into a higher tax
bracket. Moreover, by prohibiting mar-
ried couples from filing combined re-
turns whereby each spouse is taxed
using the same rate applicable to an
unmarried individual, this Tax Code
penalizes marriage and encourages cou-
ples to live together without any for-
mal legal commitment to each other.

The CBO further found that most se-
verely affected by the penalty were
those couples with near equal salaries
and those receiving the earned income
tax credit.
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This portion of the current Tax Code

simply does not make sense. It discour-
ages marriages. It is unfair to female
taxpayers and disproportionately af-
fects the working and middle-class pop-
ulations who are struggling to make
ends meet. For these reasons, this mar-
riage tax needs to be repealed and, ac-
cordingly, I urge our colleagues to sup-
port this timely, appropriate legisla-
tion.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the Republicans con-
sistently use this word bipartisan, bi-
partisan, bipartisan. To be bipartisan,
it would mean that they have some
type of an agreement with the Demo-
crats, and certainly that would include
the President of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, to say that we have
some Democrats and not enough to
override a veto hardly seems to be a
truly bipartisan effort.

It reminds me of the story that some-
one who asks what was the recipe of
this very delicious horse and rabbit
stew, and they said it was equal part
rabbit and equal part horse; that is,
you put in one horse and you put in one
rabbit, and that is not exactly equal.
Neither is having a handful of Demo-
crats something that my colleagues
can call bipartisan.

If my colleagues want to be bipar-
tisan, let us sit down with the leader-
ship of your side and our side and the
President of the United States and get
something that is not a political state-
ment but something that we can go
home so proud that we have something
signed into law that brings relief and
not something that makes people in
Philadelphia feel good.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BENTSEN).

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, we are
not legislating today, we are
choreographing for the upcoming Re-
publican National Convention in Phila-
delphia. If we were legislating today,
we would be doing as my colleague, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL) just said, we would be sitting
down in a bipartisan fashion and trying
to figure out a way in which we could
fix H.R. 4810, the bill before us today,
that could get a true bipartisan vote
for it, and would address some of the
flaws in the underlying bill.

For instance, the underlying bill does
nothing about the alternative min-
imum tax, and the gentleman knows
very well that there are many Amer-
ican families who actually do suffer a
marriage tax penalty but also have
children, two or more children, I have
two children, I assume I would be sub-
ject to this at some point, that they
would hit the AMT, and they would not
get any benefit, if any at all, of what is
proposed in H.R. 4810, but the bill does
not take care of it.

The Democratic substitute does, per-
haps that is something my colleagues
might want to pick up in their bill.

Second of all, the underlying bill
goes far beyond the efforts to address
the marriage tax penalty, because we
know from studies, nonpartisan stud-
ies, that about 48 percent of Americans
suffer from a marriage tax penalty,
about 42 percent get a marriage bonus,
and the underlying bill does not just
try to address the marriage tax pen-
alty, it gives an additional bonus to
those who are already getting a bonus
under the Tax Code.

Mr. Speaker, why is that under the
manacle of the marriage tax penalty;
that should be addressed, but the other
side does not want to do it, instead
they come up and say, oh, we want to
take care of them too. That is not ad-
dressing what the underlying bill is;
Democrats, in our bill, try to fix that.

Finally, the President has put a pret-
ty good offer on the table. He said if we
want to have a marriage tax penalty
bill, he would be willing to work with
us on that, but let us have a prescrip-
tion drug plan under Medicare for sen-
ior citizens.

Mr. Speaker, I just spent a week back
in my district having senior citizen
town hall meetings. I heard time and
time again about the rising costs of
pharmaceuticals, the rising demand for
prescription drugs among senior citi-
zens and the fact that they cannot pay
for it. And the Republicans have fought
tooth and nail against bringing a bill.
When they finally did bring a bill to
the floor, it was a bill that would sub-
sidize insurance companies to do some-
thing they did not want to do, quite
frankly, under your standard, in fact,
exceeding your standard of, quote, un-
quote, bipartisanship, there was bipar-
tisan opposition to the Republican bill
that they put on the floor.

The President has laid an offer on the
table. Mr. ROTH, the gentleman from
Delaware, in the other body, has put a
bill on the floor that is like the Presi-
dent’s bill and the Democratic bill to
try and address this, but the Repub-
lican leadership in the House does not
want to have anything to do with it be-
cause they do not want to legislate.

They want to go to Philadelphia,
have a convention, say, look what the
Democrats will not let us do, even
though we are in the majority. If you
give us a President and give us com-
plete control of the Congress, look at
what we will do.

We have already seen what my col-
leagues cannot do and what my col-
leagues do not want to do, and that is
what this debate is about today.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would remind my good
friend, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN) that not only does our bal-
anced budget this year provide $40 bil-
lion for prescription drugs and that we
passed it 2 weeks ago, but also point
out when he talks about a portion of
the relief here going to those who do

not suffer the marriage tax penalty,
the Democratic alternative, one half of
the relief it provides goes to those who
do not suffer the marriage tax penalty,
so same goes.

Mr. Speaker, I would also point out
to my good friend, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) that if he chooses
to vote against this bipartisan effort to
eliminate the marriage tax penalty, he
will vote to deny 122,000 married tax-
payers in the 25th district of Texas re-
lief from the marriage tax penalty, and
that is just not fair.

I want to extend an invitation to my
good friend from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN)
to join the 48 Democrats who broke
with their leadership and supported our
bipartisan effort to eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty earlier this year.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. LEWIS),
a good friend and distinguished mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, where did we get the marriage pen-
alty tax? Where have we had the tax
burden placed on our shoulders in this
country, where the average family pays
40 percent of their income in local,
State and Federal taxes, a big chunk
that of the Federal taxes, where did we
get all of these taxes?

When I came here to Congress in 1994,
the Democrats had control of the Con-
gress. In 1995, Republicans won the ma-
jority. And since 1995, we have not
passed one tax increase, not one. We
have cut taxes, but we have not passed
a tax increase.

Where did we get all of these taxes
that are burdening and pressing down
on the American people today? One of
the worst taxes is the marriage penalty
tax. Where did we get them?

Mr. Speaker, the Democrats con-
trolled, our friends on the left, con-
trolled this House for 40 years. And
also when I got here, we had a debt of
$51⁄2 trillion, and the spending was
going up. The deficits were $200 billion.

I think they have never seen a tax
that they did not like. I do not think
they had ever seen an opportunity to
spend more money that they did not
like. They love taxes. They love big
spending, and every time we try to do
any tax cuts in this House, it is always
a battle. It is always a fight. They
never want to cut taxes. Why? Because,
friends, there is not enough money in
this world, I think, for them to spend.

There is not enough projects for
them to think up to spend the tax-
payers’ money. Mr. Speaker, it is time
to start cutting taxes.

I remember also in 1995 when we
wanted to balance a budget, they
fought us every inch of the way. I re-
member in 1995, when we wanted to cut
taxes, they fought us every inch of the
way, fought us all the way up until fi-
nally in 1997, the President finally
signed into law a Balanced Budget Act
that cut taxes. Actually, we balanced
the budget. You know what? We have
been paying down debt. We paid down
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$140 billion since 1997 in paying down
the debt.

Mr. Speaker, they said it could not
be done. They said we could not bal-
ance the budget. They said we could
not cut taxes, but it has been done. We
have walled off Social Security.

Medicare was going to go bankrupt in
2 years, in 2 years, from 1995. We re-
formed Medicare. Finally, in 1997, the
President signed it into law, and Medi-
care now is safe for 25 years, 25 years
into the future.

b 1400
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, well I hope the gen-

tleman from Kentucky (Mr. LEWIS),
when he is doing all that research
about the Republican majority, would
just check the records and find out
that they have so tried to protect the
vested special interests that they have
added 1,543 pages to the Internal Rev-
enue Code. That is not exactly pulling
it up by the roots.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
BROWN).

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
the action of the Republican leadership
reminds me of a quote from Marie An-
toinette, ‘‘Let them eat cake.’’

The American people are crying out
to us to improve health care, edu-
cation, housing, and Medicare; but this
Republican Leadership keeps giving
them what I call reverse Robin Hood,
robbing from the working people and
the poor people to give tax breaks to
their friends.

As we debate the Marriage Penalty
Act today, programs that serve mil-
lions of Americans are being ignored.
The Older Americans Act, which pro-
vide meals, transportation, and service
to our most vulnerable seniors, have
yet to be reauthorized. The Ryan White
Care Act, which provides counseling
and medical treatments to those poor-
est children suffering with AIDS, has
yet to be reauthorized. The Patients’
Bill of Rights, which would finally give
the American public some control over
their health care, died in conference.

Tonight, thousands of American war
heroes will go to bed on the streets,
millions of American children will go
to bed hungry, and millions of Ameri-
cans will go to bed wondering how
much longer their bodies can fight
against AIDS, cancer, diabetes, lupus,
and hundreds of other curable diseases.

As I speak, delegates to the Inter-
national AIDS Conference are deciding
how to deal with the 4.2 million South
Africans infected with HIV while this
Congress sticks its head in the sand.
Unfortunately for those people, today
on this House floor we are once again
debating a tax bill that helps only a
few and ignore the real problems we
are facing as a Nation.

I can only hope that my colleagues
do not suffer the same fate as Marie
Antoinette. Maybe I hope they do.

Support fair marriage tax relief. Vote
yes on the substitute, and let us get

back to working for the people that
sent us here to do it.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. BROWN)
that, if she chooses to vote against our
bipartisan effort to eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty, that she would be
voting against 6 million senior citizens
who benefit from the legislation to
eliminate the marriage tax penalty.
But specifically, she would be voting to
deny 89,000 married taxpayers in the
3rd District of Florida relief from the
marriage tax penalty. That is just not
fair. I invite her to join with us in a bi-
partisan effort, rather, to join with the
48 House Democrats who broke with
their leadership and voted in an effort,
in a bipartisan way, to eliminate the
marriage tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
FOSSELLA).

(Mr. FOSSELLA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Illinois for
yielding me this time. I commend the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER)
for his efforts in championing this
issue in this Congress and really fight-
ing on behalf of the American tax-
payer. The gentleman should be com-
mended for his efforts.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to reject the sub-
stitute very simply because it is bad
for the people I represent. Very often,
there are those here who underesti-
mate the people of this great country.
They underestimate that the people of
this country work hard, that they are
out there toiling in the fields or work-
ing back home where I am proud to
represent in Staten Island and Brook-
lyn every day, 5, 6, 7 days a week. When
they send that check to Uncle Sam, it
is okay to send a little bit back.

So for those who underestimate the
American people, it is understandable
how they are here justifying keeping
more money here in Washington.

I and others who will vote for this
legislation have a very simple prin-
ciple, I think, in mind; and that is the
people that we represent work too hard
to be taken for granted, that when we
have the opportunity to do so, like give
them some of their money back, we
should take advantage of it.

So when I go back home this week-
end and I see the cop who is married to
the fireman or the cop married to the
teacher or the nurse married to the
small business owner, and they ask me,
How did it go this week?, I can say, Do
you know what, we voted for legisla-
tion that will give you almost $1,000 or
$1,500 more in your family’s pocket-
book. That means that you, you the
people of this country will have the
freedom to choose what to do with
their money.

Folks right now are contemplating
going on vacation. Some are saying,
what if we had a few more bucks, we

can go away for a week or 2 weeks this
summer. Some of them cannot do it.
Maybe with this money they can. They
are going to send off their child to kin-
dergarten this September or to college.
They are contemplating, where are we
going to get the money from for John-
ny or Lisa’s education. Well, with this
money, they can do it. Or they are con-
templating buying some new clothes
for their kids. Right now they cannot
do it. With this money, they can.

There are those who are doing work
on their house. They say, we would
really like to put an extension on the
back or put a deck on the backyard or
perhaps get a swimming pool. Right
now, they cannot do it. With this, they
can.

So I feel very confident in knowing
that the American people who have
worked so hard to achieve this surplus,
that too many in Washington are tak-
ing credit for, those individuals, the
people that I represent, I can go back
home, the constituents of the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER), he
can go back home, and say, Do you
know what folks, you have earned this.

Let us vote for true marriage tax
penalty relief.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it could be that the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. FOSSELLA)
is reading an entirely different bill
than the Republicans have been really
pushing, because any editorial people
who understand the bill have called it
a fraud.

Certainly this is not a question of
giving the taxpayers back their money.
We have a responsibility to pay down
the Federal debt. When one does that,
that is giving back money. To protect
the Social Security system, that is a
responsibility we have. God knows, if
one goes to the town hall meetings and
sees the people that work so hard to
make this country as great as it is, and
they cannot even afford to get prescrip-
tion drugs, that is our responsibility.

So just because one wants to help the
rich, one cannot hide behind it and say
it is their money. America has an in-
terest in making certain that all of our
citizens are protected, and not just the
wealthy few.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER-
MAN).

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, since I
came to Congress, I have been fighting
to eliminate the marriage penalty. But
we need to do it in a way that elimi-
nates the marriage penalty’s impact on
the AMT. We need to do it in a way
that provides the earned income tax
credit for low-income married couples.

We need real marriage penalty relief.
In fact, the Democratic substitute does
more for those who deserve and need
real marriage penalty relief than does
the more expensive Republican plan. It
is more generous, the Democratic sub-
stitute is, to those who pay a marriage
penalty, and somewhat less generous to
those who are getting a marriage
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bonus, actually paying less taxes be-
cause they are a married couple.

I want to reduce taxes on married
couples now. The Democratic sub-
stitute has one tremendous advantage
over the Republican bill. It will be
signed into law. It is real legislation.
In contrast, the Republican bill is a
good press release for some. They know
it will never be signed into law. It will
never save a single married couple a
single penny.

What we need to do is pass the Demo-
cratic substitute now. Then we can
come back in September. By then,
hopefully, that estate tax repeal bill
will have been killed; and we will know
at that point that we can afford to pro-
vide an additional increment of tax
cuts to married couples while at the
same time protecting Social Security
and Medicare, paying down the debt,
and providing a real prescription drug
benefit for our seniors.

I hope the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER) would join me in voting
for the motion to recommit to protect
the 92,571 seniors in his district that
urgently need real pharmaceutical cov-
erage. These seniors deserve his help.
Join with us, not in providing those
seniors with some phony plan that in-
vites them to pay an arm and a leg for
a phony Medigap policy. Join with us
in providing the seniors of the gentle-
man’s district and mine with real phar-
maceutical drug efforts.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I remind the gentleman
from California (Mr. SHERMAN) that 6
million senior citizens will benefit
from our bipartisan efforts to elimi-
nate the marriage tax penalty. I also
note that, if he chooses to vote against
our bipartisan efforts to eliminate
marriage tax penalty, that he will deny
123,000 married taxpayers, including
seniors in the 24th district of California
relief from the marriage tax penalty.
That is just not fair.

I invite the gentleman from Cali-
fornia to join with us, join the 48 House
Democrats who broke from their lead-
ership and voted in a bipartisan effort
to eliminate the marriage tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. TERRY).

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the base bill, H.R.
4810, and in opposition to the sub-
stitute that discriminates against
many married folks, homeowners, and
charities alike, and offer my congratu-
lations to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER) for fighting this great
fight.

In fact, this is one of the reasons why
I ran for this office, because I really
feel strongly that this Tax Code is un-
fair. It is voluminous. We cannot un-
derstand it. It needs to be reformed. It
needs to be reduced to something that
is simple and fair.

Let us talk about fairness, because
that is what this base bill does. Now,
let us remember what the marriage

penalty does. It taxes working families.
It taxes when both parents have to
work to support their families. That is
fundamentally unfair that married peo-
ple have to pay more in taxes than if
they were single.

So what do we do? This bill treats all
married folks equally. That is part of
what fairness in tax codes are, not dis-
criminating against some in favor of
others, but treating them all fairly.
That is what this legislation does in
creating the standard deduction, dou-
bling it for married folks, and increas-
ing the gap in the 15 percent.

We are helping the people in most
need, like good friends of mine that I
grew up with, both work in not-good-
paying jobs. They certainly are not the
wealthy folks that we hear
demagogued on the other side of the
aisle, but just hard-working folks that
work hard to have a good house in a de-
cent neighborhood, supply a house and
a roof for their children. Yet they will
pay as much as $1,400 more in taxes.
Working class pay about $1,100 more in
taxes.

Now, that is money that they can use
to spend quality time with their chil-
dren, to take vacations that they do
not take now because both are working
so hard. I encourage my colleagues to
vote in favor of this fair bill.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GREEN).

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
life is about choices and priorities.
Like a lot of Democrats, and I am not
one of those 48 and I am proud of it,
that supported the Republican plan, I
do support eliminating the marriage
tax penalty. But there is a reasonable
way to do it. That is one choice we can
make. That is a priority. It is not the
only priority we have on this floor.

Sometimes I think the majority for-
gets that these days are not days in an
end. We have to look at the whole pic-
ture. But one cannot have it both ways.
One cannot increase the defense spend-
ing like they want to do, provide vet-
erans benefits that we all want to do,
to provide health care, do what we need
to do about education, providing small-
er class sizes and actually buildings
that are safe, provide prescription
drugs for our seniors and not a fake
plan that just gives them an insurance
policy, and really safeguard Medicare
for the next generation. One cannot do
all that and still promise the world in
tax cuts.

One cannot do it without going back
to the deficit spending that they all
say they are against. One could go
back to that spending that says we are
going to spend $200 billion more a year
than what we are doing, than what we
are taking in.

That is what is wrong with the Re-
publican plan for marriage tax penalty.
We need to eliminate it. We need to
eliminate it on a reasonable basis. But

we need to make sure we continue our
priorities as not just tax cuts, tax cuts,
tax cuts.

Now that we have a budget in bal-
ance and actually a surplus, we need to
make sure we take care of what the
American people want us to do. Those
same people that the gentleman from
New York (Mr. FOSSELLA) said a while
ago have a few bucks in their pocket,
they want to take maybe an extra va-
cation. I will tell my colleagues what
they would rather have is prescription
drugs for their parent than maybe have
that money in their pocket, because
those are the choices we are making on
this floor today.

We need to make sure that we pro-
vide education for those children that
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
FOSSELLA) wants to take care of, vet-
erans health care, prescription drugs
for seniors. Maybe they ought to listen
to their Senator from Delaware who
wants to make it part of Medicare.
Medicare providers need assistance,
Mr. Speaker. Life is about choices and
priorities, and hopefully we will make
the right one today.

b 1415

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
say to my good friend from Texas that
if he chooses to vote against this bipar-
tisan effort to eliminate the marriage
tax penalty, he will be voting to deny
92,000 married taxpayers in the 29th
District of Texas relief from the mar-
riage tax penalty, and that is just not
fair.

And I want to extend an invitation to
my good friend to join us and join
those 48 House Democrats who broke
with their leadership to vote in a bipar-
tisan way to give marriage tax relief

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from South Dakota (Mr.
THUNE).

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time and for his great leadership on
this issue.

I have been listening to the debate
here over the last several minutes and
it occurred to me we are hearing a lot
of argument from the other side as to
how we cannot do this because we have
to pay down debt and we have to pro-
tect Social Security and Medicare and
we have to keep the budget balanced,
and I thought to myself, I was not here
in the last 40 years but when the other
side controlled this Congress, there was
not any of those things that were ac-
complished.

We are now paying down debt, we
have balanced the budget, we have
walled off Social Security, and we in-
tend to do it for Medicare. Those are
all things that are happening as a re-
sult of the leadership of the Republican
Congress.

I might also add that the marriage
penalty when you listen to people talk
on this side about the rich, all those
rich people out there, I do not know
who they are talking about. I grew up
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in a small town in South Dakota of 650
people. I do not have any rich friends
out there. We have a lot of people who
are farmers or schoolteachers or small
business people, and they need help
paying for their kids’ college edu-
cation, paying the mortgage, all those
expenses that are associated with their
daily living. These people are not rich.

I want to give an example of that. I
had a guy come into my office. He was
making $46,000 a year and his wife was
making $21,000 a year. They had two
kids and were in their mid-30s. This
year they paid $1,950 more in taxes be-
cause they were married. That is flat
wrong. One thing the people in South
Dakota know, in those small towns and
rural areas, those people who are not
rich that I grew up with, they know
what is unfair. This thing is unfair.

We are talking today about elimi-
nating unfairness in the Tax Code and
restoring some level of common sense
so that people are treated equally
under the Tax Code, so that those peo-
ple who work hard in this country,
those working families, are not penal-
ized because they are married. We be-
lieve in fairness in South Dakota, and
we believe in the institution of mar-
riage in South Dakota.

The Democrat plan is not fair and it
penalizes homeowners by allowing peo-
ple who are itemizing not to benefit
from this. We need to pass this legisla-
tion on behalf of the 75,000 couples in
South Dakota who would benefit from
it, and I urge the House to pass this
and send it on.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE).

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I just
came from the Department of Health
and Human Services building, where
the Secretary was celebrating the 35th
anniversary of Medicare, and it was a
great moment to talk about when
Medicare was signed. But one of the
things that Secretary Shalala said, and
most dramatically, was how we had to
revise Medicare, make sure it was sol-
vent, make sure it was there for our
seniors and make sure there was a pre-
scription drug benefit.

The problem with the Republican
proposal is it is not necessarily such a
bad idea, but it costs too much and it
is a needless waste of the surplus that
could be used for other things, most
importantly to expand Medicare, to
make sure that Social Security is
available, to make sure we have a pre-
scription drug plan.

What the Democrats are saying with
the substitute is we are in favor of a
marriage tax penalty change, we want
to make sure people are not penalized,
but let us do it in a targeted fiscally
sound way. Let us make sure whatever
the surplus is, we do not spend a tril-
lion dollars on different kinds of tax re-
lief that is mainly going to the
wealthy, and break it down in little
parts like we are doing with this bill
today, but rather make sure what we
do first is to make sure that Social Se-

curity and Medicare are available and
that Medicare is updated to include
prescription drugs.

Now, what I am afraid is happening
here today is that if we do not pass this
substitute, and if we do not pass the
motion to recommit that says that we
are going to have a Medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefit, then what will hap-
pen is that nothing is ever going to
pass. The President already said he will
not sign this Republican bill, that it
spends too much money.

Well, the bottom line is if we want to
get anything done here and we want to
have this be a ‘‘do something’’ Con-
gress rather than a ‘‘do-nothing’’ Con-
gress, then why not go along with what
the President has proposed. Basically
what the President is saying, and what
the motion to recommit says, is we
will take even the proposal of the mar-
riage tax penalty the Republicans put
forth, even though it spends too much
money, but we will even go along with
it as long as we can have the prescrip-
tion drug benefit under Medicare.

If the Republicans really want to get
something done and not have this be a
‘‘do-nothing’’ Congress, they should go
along with the substitute, go along
with the motion to recommit, and then
we will accomplish something.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
say to my good friend from New Jersey
that if he chooses to vote against our
bipartisan effort to wipe out the mar-
riage tax penalty, that he will be vot-
ing to deny 128,000 married taxpayers
in the Sixth District of New Jersey re-
lief from the marriage tax penalty, and
that is just not fair.

And I want to invite my good friend
to join those 48 House Democrats who
broke with their leadership and vote in
a bipartisan way to eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
ROYCE).

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time,
and I rise in support of the base bill.

As one of my constituents said in a
town meeting last month, ‘‘Marriage is
penalty enough, we don’t need the gov-
ernment penalizing marriage with this
special marriage penalty tax.’’ And yet
the Internal Revenue Service pushes
many couples, simply for being mar-
ried, into a higher tax bracket, and
generally this is targeted on the in-
come of the second wage earner, typi-
cally the wife, at a much higher rate
than if she were taxed only as an indi-
vidual.

I want to give my colleagues an ex-
ample. A young woman was in my of-
fice on Friday. In terms of her own tax
return, it means several thousand dol-
lars of additional taxes if she makes
the decision to get married. Now, if we
go with the substitute motion, then we
discriminate against those who
itemize. She owns a house. As a result
of the payments, those are deductible,
so she itemizes. Those who make a pay-

ment toward their church or synagogue
as a contribution, those are tax deduct-
ible. So we would be discriminating
against those individuals.

Let us treat everyone fairly. That is
what the Marriage Tax Elimination
Act does. It provides relief from the
marriage tax penalty, a penalty that is
keeping many parents from doing all
they want for their children, a penalty
that, frankly, is keeping many young
couples from getting married because
they would be pushed into that higher
bracket.

Many times both parents have to
work full time, when one of them may
prefer to work part time and spend
more time with the children. This bill
will help. As I say, the average penalty,
right now, is $1,400 a year more in taxes
than if they were single. Over a decade,
as she pointed out to me, this young fi-
ance, that money could go toward a
family car, a college education, a
downpayment on a home.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in favor of the Rangel substitute,
which will assist more than 60,000 mar-
ried families in my district.

Mr. Speaker, I believe there should be relief
from the marriage tax penalty, but the way it’s
being done in this bill is wrong. Working Amer-
icans should not have to pay extra just be-
cause they want to get married. The 25 million
American couples who are affected by this un-
fair tax should be able to use the money
saved to purchase a new home, or for child
care. Right now, if this bill were to pass,
American married families would still be taxed
at the same rate they were taxed before. The
Rangel substitute fixes the flaws in this bill
and enables America’s married families to
truly see their taxes reduced.

In my district alone this substitute will help
well over 60,000 married families. It is my
hope we will get past all of the politics and
come together to provide a bill that truly pro-
vides fairness and equity to our American fam-
ilies.

I want to extend an invitation to my Repub-
lican friends on the other side of the aisle to
join with us and make it a bipartisan effort to
eliminate the marriage tax penalty in a fair and
sensible way. Vote for the Rangel substitute
and let us eliminate the marriage tax penalty.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, my last
Republican colleague said that mar-
riage in itself is a penalty. I am mar-
ried 22 years now, and it is not a pen-
alty.

My colleagues, the Democrats have a
real plan to eliminate the unfair mar-
riage tax penalty within a budget that
continues to pay down our debt, that
protects Social Security and Medicare,
and allows for a prescription drug ben-
efit that is so important to seniors
today who are being choked by the cost
of prescription drugs today.
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Our plan eliminates the marriage

penalty, and it rewards work by
strengthening the earned income tax
credit. It fixes the marriage penalty, it
keeps us on a course of fiscal dis-
cipline, that course that has brought us
the most successful and the most dy-
namic economy in history. It is a re-
sponsible tax proposal and tax relief
that the American public supports.

I support marriage penalty tax relief
for the families of Connecticut. That is
what our plan does and it does not risk
our fiscal discipline. It provides $76.4
billion in marriage tax penalty relief
and an additional $12.7 billion for work-
ing families who need the help that is
provided by the earned income tax. It
is a plan that ends the penalty on mar-
riage, it rewards work, and it allows
our economic boom to continue.

The Republican plan is too big. It is
skewed toward the wealthiest Ameri-
cans. As part of the $800 billion Repub-
lican tax cut, it threatens Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, it does not allow us
to continue to pay down the debt that
has brought interest rates down in this
country, and it does not allow us to
offer a prescription drug benefit
through Medicare, which is the way in
which it should go. It is not fair. It pro-
vides nearly two-thirds of its benefits
to the wealthiest Americans and only
about 41 cents a day in tax relief to
families making less than $50,000 a
year.

It is not tax fairness. Support the
Democratic alternative.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, how
much time remains in debate?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER) has 30 seconds remain-
ing.

Mr. WELLER. The gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL) has used his
entire allotment?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. He has.
Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself the balance of my time, and I
would inform the previous speaker that
if she chooses to vote against our bi-
partisan effort to eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty, she will be voting to
deny 110,000 married taxpayers in the
third district of Connecticut relief
from the marriage tax penalty.

I want to extend to my friend from
Connecticut an invitation to join with
us and to join with those 48 House
Democrats who broke with their lead-
ership to vote in a bipartisan way to
eliminate the marriage tax penalty.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 545, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the bill
and on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL).

The question is on the amendment in
the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 198, noes 228,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 390]

AYES—198

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)

Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Nadler
Napolitano

Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—228

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner

Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox

Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley

Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette

Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—8

Campbell
Carson
Chenoweth-Hage

Forbes
McNulty
Smith (WA)

Vento
Waters

b 1450

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska and Mr.
CANNON changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. BOSWELL, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
KANJORSKI and Mr. MOLLOHAN
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. RANGEL

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. RANGEL. Yes, Mr. Speaker, I
am.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. RANGEL moves to recommit the

bill (H.R. 4810) to the Committee on
Ways and Means with instructions to
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report the same back to the House
forthwith with the following amend-
ment:

At the end of the bill insert the following
new section:
SEC. 5. TAX REDUCTIONS CONTINGENT ON MEDI-

CARE PRESCRIPTION DRUG BEN-
EFIT AND NO ON-BUDGET DEFICIT.

Subsection (f) of section 1 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (as amended by section
3 of this Act) is amended by adding at the
end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(9) LIMITATION ON TAX REDUCTIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The benefits of para-

graph (8) (and the benefits of sections 2 and
4 of the Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Rec-
onciliation Act of 2000) shall be allowed for
taxable years beginning in any calendar year
only if the Secretary of the Treasury cer-
tifies (before the close of such calendar year)
that each of the conditions specified in sub-
paragraph (B) are met with respect to such
calendar year.

‘‘(B) CONDITIONS.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (A), the conditions specified in this
subparagraph for any calendar year are the
following:

‘‘(i) NO ON-BUDGET DEFICIT.—Allowing the
tax benefits referred to in subparagraph (A)
to be effective for taxable years beginning in
the calendar year, when added to the cost of
the coverage described in clause (ii), would
not create or increase an on-budget deficit
(determined by excluding the receipts and
disbursements of part A of the medicare pro-
gram) for the fiscal year beginning in such
calendar year.

‘‘(ii) PRESCRIPTION DRUG COVERAGE.—Cov-
erage for outpatient prescription drugs is
provided for Medicare beneficiaries under the
Medicare Program on a voluntary basis at
all times during the calendar year with—

‘‘(I) the premium for such coverage being
not more than $25 per month (adjusted for
cost increases after 2003) with low-income as-
sistance for Medicare beneficiaries having
incomes below 135 percent of the Federal
poverty level and phasing out for such bene-
ficiaries having incomes between 135 percent
and 150 percent of the Federal poverty level,

‘‘(II) no deductible required before such
coverage is provided,

‘‘(III) the amount of the benefit being at
least 50 percent of prescription drug expenses
not in excess of the coverage limit (as de-
fined in subparagraph (C)),

‘‘(IV) a $4,000 limitation (adjusted for cost
increases after 2003) on out-of-pocket pre-
scription drug expenses of electing Medicare
beneficiaries, and

‘‘(V) all Medicare beneficiaries entitled to
receive the discounts (otherwise available to
large prescription drug purchasers) on their
purchases of prescription drugs.

‘‘(C) COVERAGE LIMIT.—The coverage limit
is $2,000 for calendar years 2003 and 2004,
$3,000 for calendar years 2005 and 2006, $4,000
for calendar years 2007 and 2008, and $5,000 for
calendar year 2009 and thereafter (with ad-
justments for cost increases).

‘‘(D) TRANSITION RULE.—For calendar years
2001 and 2002, the conditions specified in sub-
paragraph (B)(ii) shall be treated as met if
the Secretary of the Treasury certifies that
coverage described in such subparagraph will
be available as of January 1, 2003.’’

Mr. RANGEL (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the motion to recommit be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the gentleman from

New York (Mr. RANGEL) is recognized
for 5 minutes in support of his motion.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, there has
been a lot of talk today about biparti-
sanship. We do have unanimity on try-
ing to remove an inequity that exists
in the Tax Code. And we are fortunate
that because the economy has been
kinder to us that we can do something
about it.

Bipartisanship to me means that the
majority has to work with the minor-
ity and work with the President of the
United States and not legislate and
pass laws that they know that are
going to be vetoed, but, rather, see how
we can come together as Democrats
and Republicans and do what is not
best for our respective conventions but
what is good for the people of the
United States of America.

Mr. Speaker, to explain this more
fully, I yield to the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), the distin-
guished minority leader, to close out
the motion to recommit with a sugges-
tion that would allow us to make law
and not politics.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, it
seems to me that today’s debate on
this bill is a chance for us to begin to
talk about a compromise that will
achieve a lot of the ends that our
friends have on the other side of the
aisle and a lot of the ends and goals
that people on our side of the aisle
have.

Our discomfort with their version of
the bill is not about the fact that they
are trying to deal with the marriage
penalty. I think the vast majority of
Members believe that we need to do
something to fix this problem of the
marriage penalty. We think there is a
way to do this that costs a good deal
less than the bill that they are pre-
senting today. We say that with all re-
spect and humility. We think there is a
way to work our way to a common con-
clusion that will really attack this
problem of the marriage penalty and
cost about half, maybe a little less
than half of what their bill costs.

We think that is important because
at the end of this year, we are likely to
be talking about a number of tax meas-
ures, some of which we have already
voted on, others which we will vote on
in the next weeks. The President sent
to us, when he did his reestimate of the
budget, this pie chart. This pie chart
sets out $500 billion of the surplus in a
reserve to frankly be decided by the
next Congress and Congresses after
that. We think that makes sense. But
this budget also puts money into Medi-
care solvency and debt reduction,
money into a Medicare prescription
drug benefit plan, a lot like the one we
presented 2 weeks ago, and $263 billion
for targeted tax cuts.

If we do as much as they are asking
to do today for the marriage penalty
alone, it means other good tax cut
ideas that there is a lot of support for

will fall by the wayside. So we believe
it is important that we try to work to-
gether to come to a series of ideas for
tax cuts that we all can support that
will fit within this budgetary $263 bil-
lion. Now, we further think their bill
today is not giving the relief on the
marriage penalty that we really need
and that we hope that we can offer to
people.

Finally, the President said 2 weeks
ago that he understands the require-
ment and the desire on the part of Re-
publicans to do something about the
marriage penalty. He said he is more
than happy to sit down and try to work
out a marriage penalty reduction that
he would sign this year. I think the
same holds true of other tax cut ideas
that have been presented. But in return
for that, he wants to also be able to sit
down to be able to get a Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit plan that we all
can agree with as part of settling these
important issues.

Let me finally say that if you are
suffering from the marriage penalty,
you want relief now, this year, not next
year. You do not want just a veto of a
bill that results in nothing. If you are
on Medicare prescription drugs, and
you are having trouble paying for your
prescriptions, you want relief now, this
year, not next year.

My mother is 92 years old. She is
doing great by the grace of God, but
every time I go home, she says, What
are you all doing on that Medicare pre-
scription drug plan? I may not be alive
next year.

I want to be able to tell her, We’re
going to get something done this year.

Let us work together. Vote for this
motion to recommit. Let us work to-
gether to get this done for the Amer-
ican people.

b 1500
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

PEASE). Does the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. WELLER) claim the time in
opposition to the motion to recommit?

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, with all
due respect to my good friend, the
ranking member of the Committee on
Ways and Means, as well as the minor-
ity leader, I want to just say this, and
that is today we are here to eliminate
the marriage tax penalty. That is our
goal today.

My friends on the other side of the
aisle, they have offered reasons to vote
against eliminating the marriage tax
penalty, and let me give one pretty
basic good reason to vote against the
motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit, as designed
by my friends on the Democratic side
of the aisle, is designed to enact zero
marriage penalty relief. The Joint Tax
Committee, which is a bipartisan com-
mittee, has scored this as providing
zero marriage tax relief.

With all due respect, I would point
out that just 2 weeks ago this House
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enacted a good plan, a $40 billion plan,
to provide prescription drug coverage
for every senior who wants to have
that coverage. That is a great accom-
plishment. My hope is we could do it in
a bipartisan way. So my recommenda-
tion, of course, and I rise in opposition,
is to vote to reject the motion to re-
commit.

Let us talk about the real issue that
is before us today, and that issue is a
basic goal of this Congress, and that is
to bring about tax fairness. I represent
a very diverse district, city, suburbs
and country on the south side of Chi-
cago and the south suburbs.

As I talk with my constituents, they
often talk about their taxes. They com-
plain not only are their taxes too high,
but they are unfair and they are too
complicated. They often ask a pretty
basic question, and that is, is it right,
is it fair, that under our Tax Code, that
a married working couple, husband and
wife, a two-income household, pay
higher taxes just because they are mar-
ried?

Mr. Speaker, they often ask the ques-
tion, is it right, is it fair, that under
our Tax Code 25 million married work-
ing couples pay on average $1,400 more
in higher taxes? Often I have come to
this well, and I have talked about who
benefits from our effort to eliminate
the marriage tax penalty.

The district I represent, 60,000 sen-
iors, as well as working families, will
benefit. I also want to introduce Shad
and Michelle Hallihan. Many of you
have seen Shad and Michelle Hallihan
in their wedding photo. Well, that was
about the time we introduced the legis-
lation, and because of the delay in en-
acting this into law, Shad and Michelle
Hallihan have since had a baby, and lit-
tle Ben is now their pride and joy.

I would point out that for Shad and
Michelle Hallihan, $1,400 is real money.
In Joliet, Illinois, for two public school
teachers by the name of Shad and
Michelle Hallihan, $1,400 is a year’s tui-
tion at a community college, 3 months
of day care, it is a washer and a dryer,
and, frankly, if we enact this into law
over the next 17 years, they will be able
to set aside almost $25,000 if they put
that marriage tax penalty into little
Ben’s college fund. It is real money for
real people.

I would point out that the Demo-
cratic motion to recommit denies mar-
riage tax relief for good people like
Shad and Michelle Hallihan. But our
bipartisan proposal, identical to the
proposal that received overwhelming
bipartisan support earlier this year,
will help working married couples like
Michelle and Shad.

We help those who do not itemize by
doubling the standard deduction to
twice that for joint filers for single fil-
ers. We help those who itemize, people
who own homes and give money to
church and charity, by widening the 15
percent tax bracket. We help the work-
ing poor by providing marriage tax re-
lief for those who participate in the
earned income tax credit, and we also

protect those who need the child tax
credit from the alternative minimum
tax.

The bottom line is we help every one
of the 25 million married working cou-
ples who suffer the marriage tax pen-
alty. And what is it all about? Today it
is all about fairness, fairness for these
25 million married working couplings.

I want to extend an invitation to my
friend on the other side of the aisle.
February, when we passed this legisla-
tion, 48 House Democrats joined with
every Member of the House to pass this
legislation with overwhelming bipar-
tisan support. I want to extend that in-
vitation again today, to vote no on this
motion to recommit, which provides
zero marriage tax relief, and to vote
yes on a bipartisan proposal that will.

We all know the President has
changed his mind before. My hope is
the President will join with us in a bi-
partisan proposal to eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty by signing this legis-
lation into law when he receives it
within the next 2 weeks.

Mr. Speaker, I ask Members, please
vote no on the motion to recommit,
please vote aye on our efforts, our bi-
partisan efforts, to eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty once and for all.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
the motion to recommit the bill.

I oppose the Republican so-called Marriage
Penalty Relief Act because it fails to appro-
priately address the problem for which it is
named. Instead of addressing the needs of
families who pay an actual tax penalty for
being married, this bill provides broad tax re-
lief to a host of families who are actually al-
ready enjoying a marriage bonus. It makes no
sense to squander $182 billion of our limited
federal resources throwing money away in this
manner. There are far more important federal
priorities.

It is because of these other priorities that I
rise in support of the Democratic motion to re-
commit. Under our motion to recommit, we
would begrudgingly accept the Republican
Marriage Penalty legislation, but the tax reduc-
tions would be prohibited from going into ef-
fect until a real Medicare prescription drug
benefit was enacted.

Seniors are in vital need of a Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit and the Republican
sham bill passed here in the House of Rep-
resentatives last month is no solution. Seniors
aren’t looking for the opportunity to be over-
charged and under-provided for in another pri-
vate insurance plan as would happen under
the Republican bill.

Seniors want a drug benefit that is treated
just like all of the rest of their benefits—as part
of the Medicare program. They want a benefit
that cannot be taken away, that will not vary
if you live in a rural or urban area, that will not
change if you live on the West Coast or in the
mid-Atlantic states. It must offer a guaranteed
benefit package and have an affordable pre-
mium and cost-sharing structure.

In order to achieve the standard of a real
drug benefit, the Medicare bill must include: A
voluntary outpatient prescription drug benefit;
a premium of not more that $25 (adjusted for
cost increases), with low-income assistance;
no deductible for those benefits; the benefit
must cover 50% of the cost up to $2,000

growing to $5,000 over time; a $4,000 out-of-
pocket spending limit after which all costs
would be covered by the government, and all
Medicare beneficiaries would receive volume
discounts.

Because providing seniors with a Medicare
prescription drug benefit is such a vital na-
tional priority and because the Republican-led
Congress clearly has no interest in passing a
bill that meets the standards described above,
we are willing to go along with this bloated
marriage penalty tax bill.

Unfortunatley, I know that our motion to re-
commit will fail. Republicans would much rath-
er continue pouring money into the pockets of
their wealthy benefactors than address the
real needs of America’s seniors and their fami-
lies.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to recommit.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of passage.

The Chair announces that he will re-
duce to 5 minutes a vote by electronic
device, if ordered, on one motion to
suspend the rules on which further pro-
ceedings de novo were postponed yes-
terday, which will immediately follow
the vote on passage of H.R. 4810.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 197, noes 230,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 391]

AYES—197

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer

Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard

Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
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Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens

Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter

Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—230

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)

Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh

McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu

Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune

Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)

Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—7

Campbell
Carson
Chenoweth-Hage

Forbes
McNulty
Smith (WA)

Vento

b 1524

Mr. TANCREDO changed his vote
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The question is on the passage
of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a

5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 269, noes 159,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 392]

AYES—269

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berkley
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey

Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert

Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (NY)

McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mink
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pascrell
Paul
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn

Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Spratt

Stabenow
Stearns
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—159

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capuano
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Conyers
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Green (TX)

Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McGovern
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler

Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Slaughter
Snyder
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Woolsey
Wynn
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NOT VOTING—7

Campbell
Carson
Chenoweth-Hage

Forbes
McNulty
Smith (WA)

Vento

b 1532

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

SAMUEL H. LACY, SR. POST
OFFICE BUILDING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question de
novo of suspending the rules and pass-
ing the bill, H.R. 4447.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
MCHUGH) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4447.

The question was taken.
RECORDED VOTE

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a

5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 412, noes 0,
not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 393]

AYES—412

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton

Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn

Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh

McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford

Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—22

Armey
Callahan
Campbell
Carson
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Cook
Crowley

Dooley
Duncan
Ewing
Forbes
Green (WI)
Hansen
Horn
Lewis (CA)

McNulty
Oxley
Rangel
Smith (WA)
Terry
Vento

b 1540

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:
Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 393,

I was unavoidably absent on the work of my
Subcommittee on Government Management
and thus could not name the Baltimore Post
Office in the honor of Samuel H. Lacy, Senior.
Had I been present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

f

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN
OF THE COMMITTEE ON TRANS-
PORTATION AND INFRASTRUC-
TURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the chairman of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure; which was read and, with-
out objection, referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and ordered
to be printed:

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE, HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, June 22, 2000.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Enclosed are copies of
resolutions adopted on June 21, 2000 by the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. Copies of the resolutions are being
transmitted to the Department of the Army.

With kind regards, I am
Sincerely,

BUD SHUSTER,
Chairman.

Enclosures.

DOCKET 2635: ILLINOIS RIVER AT BEARDSTOWN,
ILLINOIS

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the Sid Simpson Flood
Control Project, published as House Docu-
ment 332, 81st Congress, 1st Session, and
other pertinent reports to determine wheth-
er any modifications of the recommenda-
tions contained therein are advisable to ad-
dress flood damage reduction, navigation,
recreation, and related water resource needs
on the Illinois River at Beardstown, Illinois.

DOCKET 2637: DUCK CREEK, OHIO

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the Comprehensive
Flood Control Plan for Ohio and Lower Mis-
sissippi Rivers published as House Document
1, 75th Congress, 1st Session, and other perti-
nent reports to determine whether any modi-
fications to the recommendations contained
therein are advisable to address flood dam-
age reduction, environmental restoration
and protection, and for other purposes in the
Duck Creek watershed in Guernsey, Monroe,
Noble, and Washington Counties, Ohio.

DOCKET 2638: DENVER COUNTY REACH, COLORADO

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
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of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the South Platte River
and Tributaries, Colorado, Wyoming, and Ne-
braska, published as House Document 669,
80th Congress, and other pertinent reports,
in coordination with the City and County of
Denver, and other interested Federal, State
and local agencies, to determine whether any
modifications of the recommendations con-
tained therein are advisable at this time,
with particular reference to the desirability
of developing a comprehensive watershed
plan for the utilization and conservation of
water and related land resources along the
Denver County reach of the South Platte
River, Denver, Colorado, in the interest of
flood control, regional water supply and
waste management, water quality improve-
ments, recreation, fish and wildlife restora-
tion and preservation, wise use of floodplain
lands, and other associated environmental
enhancements and protections.

DOCKET 2639: ARAPAHOE COUNTY, COLORADO

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the South Platte River
and Tributaries, Colorado, Wyoming, and Ne-
braska, published as House Document 669,
80th Congress, and other pertinent reports,
in coordination with the County of
Arapahoe, and other interested Federal,
State and local agencies, to determine
whether any modifications of the rec-
ommendations contained therein are advis-
able at this time, with particular reference
to the desirability of developing a com-
prehensive watershed plan for the utilization
and conservation of water and related land
resources of the South Platte River Basin
within the County of Arapahoe, Colorado, in
the interest of flood control, regional water
supply and waste management, water qual-
ity improvements, recreation, fish and wild-
life restoration and preservation, wise use of
floodplain lands, and other associated envi-
ronmental enhancements and protections.

DOCKET 2640: ADAMS COUNTY, COLORADO

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the South Platte River
and Tributaries, Colorado, Wyoming, and Ne-
braska, published as House Document 669,
80th Congress, and other pertinent reports,
in coordination with the County of Adams,
and other interested Federal, State and local
agencies, to determine whether any modi-
fications of the recommendations contained
therein are advisable at this time, with par-
ticular reference to the desirability of devel-
oping a comprehensive watershed plan for
the utilization and conservation of water and
related land resources of the South Platte
River Basin within the County of Adams,
Colorado, in the interest of flood control, re-
gional water supply and waste management,
water quality improvements, recreation, fish
and wildlife restoration and preservation,
wise use of floodplain lands, and other asso-
ciated environmental enhancements and pro-
tections.

DOCKET 2641: VILLAGE OF FREEPORT, NEW YORK

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on Jones Inlet, New York,
published as House Document 409, 77th Con-
gress, 1st Session, and other pertinent re-
ports to determine whether any modifica-

tions of the recommendations contained
therein are advisable at the present time, in
the interest of water resources development,
including navigation, flood control, environ-
mental restoration and protection, and other
allied purposes for Freeport Creek, New
York.

DOCKET 2642: ST. LOUIS RIVERFRONT, MISSOURI
AND ILLINOIS

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the Mississippi River,
between Coon Rapids Dam and the mouth of
the Ohio River, published as House Docu-
ment 669, 76th Congress, 3rd Session, and
other pertinent reports to determine if im-
provements along the Mississippi River and
its tributaries in St. Louis City, St. Louis
County, and Jefferson County, Missouri, and
Madison County, St. Clair County, and Mon-
roe County, Illinois, are advisable at the
present time, in the interest of public access,
navigation, harbor safety, off-channel fleet-
ing, intermodal facilities, water quality, en-
vironmental restoration and protection, and
related purposes.

DOCKET 2643: EASTCHESTER BAY, NEW YORK

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the Eastchester Creek
(Hutchinson River), New York, published as
House Document 749, 80th Congress, 2nd Ses-
sion, and other pertinent reports to deter-
mine whether modifications of the rec-
ommendations contained therein are advis-
able at the present time in the interest of
storm damage reduction, flood control, envi-
ronmental restoration and protection, and
other related purposes at Eastchester Bay
for Edgewater Park and surrounding commu-
nities.

DOCKET 2644: PECKMAN RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES,
NEW JERSEY

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the Passaic River
Mainstem project, New Jersey and New
York, published as House Document 163,
101st Congress, 1st Session, and other perti-
nent reports to determine whether modifica-
tions of the recommendations contained
therein are advisable at the present time, in
the interest of water resources development,
including flood control, environmental res-
toration and protection, stream bank res-
toration, and other applied purposes for the
Peckman River and tributaries, New Jersey.

DOCKET 2645: WHITE RIVER, WASHINGTON

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the Upper Puyallup
River, Washington, dated 1936, as referenced
in the Flood Control Act of 1936 (P.L. 74–738),
the Puget Sound and adjacent Waters Study,
authorized by Section 209 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act of 1962 (P.L. 87–874) and other
pertinent reports to determine whether
modifications to the recommendations con-
tained therein are advisable, with references
toward providing improvements in the inter-
est of water resource and watershed issues
affecting Lake Tapps and the White River
Watershed downstream of Mud Mountain
Dam, Washington.

DOCKET 2646: ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That in accordance with
Section 110 of the River and Harbor Act of
1962, the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, is requested
to survey the shores of St. Johns County,
Florida, with particular reference to the ad-
visability of providing beach erosion control
works in the area north of St. Augustine
Inlet, the shoreline in the vicinity of
Matanzas Inlet, and adjacent shorelines, as
may be necessary in the interest of hurri-
cane protection, storm damage reduction,
beach erosion control, and other related pur-
poses.

DOCKET 2647: MEDICINE LODGE AND SALT FORK
RIVER BASINS, KANSAS

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the Medicine Lodge
and Salt Fork River Basins, published as
House Document 758, 79th Congress, 2nd Ses-
sion, and other pertinent reports to deter-
mine the feasibility of measures for improve-
ments in the interest of flood control, water
supply, recreation and allied purposes in vi-
cinity of Kiowa, Kansas.

There was no objection.

f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4811, FOREIGN OPER-
ATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING,
AND RELATED PROGRAMS AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2001

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 546 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 546

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4811) making
appropriations for foreign operations, export
financing, and related programs for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2001, and for
other purposes. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. All points of order
against consideration of the bill are waived.
General debate shall be confined to the bill
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Appropriations. After general debate the
bill shall be considered for amendment under
the five-minute rule. When the reading for
amendment reaches section 587, that section
shall be considered as read. Points of order
against provisions in the bill for failure to
comply with clause 2 of rule XXI are waived
except as follows: beginning with ‘‘: Pro-
vided’’ on page 11, line 23, through page 12,
line 8; page 80, lines 18 through 24; page 121,
line 1, through page 122, line 12. Where points
of order are waived against part of a para-
graph, points of order against a provision in
another part of such paragraph may be made
only against such provision and not against
the entire paragraph. Before consideration of
any other amendment to section 587, it shall
be in order to consider, and to dispose of, an
amendment to strike that section. During
consideration of the bill for amendment, the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
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may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule
XVIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. The Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may: (1) postpone until
a time during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for
electronic voting on any postponed question
that follows another electronic vote without
intervening business, provided that the min-
imum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. During consideration of the bill, points
of order against amendments for failure to
comply with clause 2(e) of rule XXI are
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

b 1545
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

BARRETT of Nebraska). The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-BALART) is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 546 is
an open rule providing for the consider-
ation of H.R. 4811, the Foreign Oper-
ations Appropriations Bill for fiscal
year 2001.

The rule provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate equally divided between the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

The rule also waives points of order
against provisions in the bill for failing
to comply with clause 2 of rule XXI,
prohibiting unauthorized appropria-
tions and legislating in a general ap-
propriations bill or prohibiting reap-
propriations in a general appropria-
tions bill, except as specified by the
rule.

The rule leaves exposed to points of
order, two legislative provisions and
one earmark restriction, areas under
the jurisdiction of the Committee on
International Relations.

The rule also waives points of order
against amendments to the bill for fail-
ure to comply with clause 2(e) of rule
XXI, prohibiting nonemergency des-
ignated amendments to be offered to an
appropriations bill containing an emer-
gency designation.

The rule also grants the chairman of
the Committee of the Whole the au-
thority to postpone votes and reduce
voting time to 5 minutes provided that
the first vote in a series is not less
than 15 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, in addition, the rule
provides that Members who have

preprinted their amendments in the
RECORD prior to their consideration
will be given priority in recognition to
offer their amendments, if otherwise
consistent with House rules.

Finally, the rule provides one motion
to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, this rule provides a fair
approach for the consideration of the
foreign aid appropriations bill.

One controversial area, which always
lends itself to important debate on the
floor involves family planning funds
and their potential use for performing
or promoting abortion, and the so-
called Mexico City policy which pro-
hibits U.S. assistance to foreign orga-
nizations that perform abortions, or
engage in lobbying activities to change
such laws.

While I am personally strongly pro-
life, under the regular rules of the
House, a Member will have the oppor-
tunity to strike the section in the bill
related to the Mexico City policy and
the full House will have an opportunity
to debate and vote on this issue.

Although several Members requested
waivers for legislative amendments,
the Committee on Rules chose to re-
port a standard, open rule without
granting waivers to any amendments.
So no particular area is given special
consideration.

Mr. Speaker, I support this rule and
also the underlying legislation. A lot of
work has gone into it.

I am pleased to see that this is the
11th appropriations bill to come before
the House, and that this bill is within
the committee’s budget allocation.

I think the pace of the work for the
House this Congress has been truly re-
markable. I think that the Speaker
needs to be commended and congratu-
lated especially for this, as well as all
of those who have worked so hard in
bringing forth the appropriations bills.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Alabama (Chairman CALLAHAN) and the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI) for their hard work on this im-
portant bill. I urge adoption of both
the rule and the underlying bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, this is an open rule,
which will allow for consideration of
H.R. 4811, which is a bill that makes
appropriations for foreign operations,
as my colleague, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DIAZ-BALART) has ex-
plained. This rule provides for 1 hour of
general debate to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

The rule will permit all Members on
both sides of the aisle to offer amend-
ments that are germane and that con-
form to the rules for appropriations
bills.

Within the severe funding restraints
placed on the Committee on Appropria-
tions, the subcommittee made a num-
ber of positive choices for which I
thank the gentleman from Alabama
(Chairman CALLAHAN) and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI).

The bill increases the child survival
and disease programs fund to a level
about $119 million more than last
year’s funding. This bill includes $110
million for UNICEF, the same as last
year’s level.

These programs continue to dem-
onstrate a commitment to the most
vulnerable of the world’s population,
the children. Their health and well-
being represents the hope for the fu-
ture of the world.

The committee report directs the
agency for international development
to consider initiating a school feeding
program in Sierra Leone to boost nu-
trition and school attendance in this
war-ravaged country. I recently re-
turned with my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF), from
visiting Sierra Leone and we can as-
sure my colleagues that this program
is much needed.

The bill also contains funding for the
global alliance for vaccines and immu-
nizations. The lack of immunizations
results in the death of about 8,000 chil-
dren every day, and the funding in this
bill will help close the gap between
children who are immunized and those
who are not.

Though there are some highlights in
the bill, I am deeply troubled by the
overall low funding levels. The bill cuts
the President’s requests by 12 percent.
In fact, the overall funding is even
lower than last year.

Mr. Speaker, cutting off foreign as-
sistance in a time of enormous budget
surpluses is irresponsible. It is uncon-
scionable. Never before has the United
States had so much wealth available to
help the poorest of the world’s poor. It
is irresponsible to do so little when we
have so much.

We can eliminate tuberculosis in the
world and polio and cholera and so
many things that we can do. We can
save so many lives with a few dollars.

Most people in this country when we
ask them how much money do they
think we spend out of our total budget
for foreign aid, most will say some-
where between 17 percent and 25 per-
cent, when, in fact, all we are talking
about today of foreign aid is less than
1 percent. And of the humanitarian
part, it is less than one-half of 1 per-
cent.

Our basic principles tell us that when
we reap of financial windfall, we save
some, we invest some, and we donate
some to charity. Is that not what we
teach our children?

As a Nation, we are going in the
wrong direction. It is our obligation to
help the needy, both in our own coun-
try and overseas. This is what a great
Nation does.

I am especially disappointed over the
low funding for debt relief. A number of
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developing nations are struggling to
overcome crushing debts that they can
never repay, and now is the time to re-
duce these debts. But instead, the bill
slashes the President’s request for
debt-reduction programs by $180 mil-
lion, more than two-thirds cut.

The cut comes on top of the failure
by Congress to provide any of the
President’s request for $210 million in
fiscal year 2000 supplemental appro-
priations.

Mr. Speaker, by turning our backs on
the debtor nations, we are condemning
them to carry impossible financial bur-
dens. I am ashamed.

A number of amendments were pro-
posed that would increase the funding
levels for the most important foreign
assistance programs, and these amend-
ments required a waiver of the House
rules; however, the Committee on
Rules chose not to make any in order.

So that while this is an open rule,
the amendments needed the most to
improve the bill cannot be offered.
There are so many things that my col-
leagues can say about this bill that it
does not do.

As I said earlier, there are some good
highlights, some good spending in it
from the standpoint of child survival,
but when it comes to debt relief and
when it comes to development assist-
ance, which has been cut by 50 percent
since 1985, I remember when we had a
budget that was around $19 billion, now
the budget is below $12 billion. Egypt
and Israel take half of it, and the rest
goes to the poor.

We could do so much better. We could
end hunger, feed people, save lives, end
so many diseases that we have in the
world today. Yet, we become a Con-
gress that is parsimonious and it is
just not right.

We need to do better, and if there is
ever a Congress that could lead, ever a
Congress that could be known for
something that would be generous to
our own country and overseas, it would
be to lead in this area, to save lives.

So for all of these reasons and be-
cause the rule is restrictive, was very
restrictive and I thought there were
very good amendments that could have
been offered and were not protected by
the Committee on Rules, I believe this
rule should be opposed, it ought to go
down.

We ought to start over again. We can
do better than this. We have a chance
to save so many lives, and we are mak-
ing a big mistake with this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, we
do not have any other speakers on our
side of the aisle. We look forward to
getting to the debate on the underlying
legislation. It is a good bill. We have
$13.340 billion in this bill for foreign
aid, a lot of important programs we
want to get to work on.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE).

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, many of
my colleagues on the Democratic side
of the aisle will address their concerns
about the bill before us today, citing
the cuts in funding to some of the poor-
est countries and to international fi-
nancial institutions, and adoption of
this so-called Mexico City language.

Mr. Speaker, I share many of these
concerns and would urge my colleagues
to oppose the rule. Mr. Speaker, I
wanted to use my time to focus on
some of the more positive aspects of
this legislation with regard to Arme-
nia.

These provisions are the result of the
hard work of Members on both sides of
the aisle, including both the distin-
guished chairman, the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) and the rank-
ing Democrat, the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI), as well as the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
KNOLLENBERG), I see out there, and
others.

Under the bill, the Republic of Arme-
nia would receive 12.5 percent of the
total account for the Independent
States of the former Soviet Union,
which translates into $92.5 million.
While the dollar amount would rep-
resent a reduction from the $102.4 mil-
lion in fiscal year 2000, the amount in
the current bill actually represents a
slight increase in the percentage of the
IS act.

Given the fact that budgets are tight
this year and the total level of assist-
ance to the IS has been decreased, I ap-
preciate the fact that the appropriators
have recognized the need to continue
our commitment to Armenia.

Mr. Speaker, Armenia is a nation
that has continued on the path of de-
mocracy and free market economic re-
forms, despite daunting challenges
both external and internal. Armenia
continues to suffer the effects of block-
ades imposed by its neighbor to the
west, Turkey, and to its neighbor to
the east, Azerbaijan.

In addition, the tragic shooting last
October from the Armenian par-
liament, claiming the life of both the
prime minister and the speaker of the
parliament, could have undermined Ar-
menian democracy. But President
Kocharian, who was our guest here on
Capitol Hill just 2 weeks ago, took res-
olute and effective action to prevent
the situation from unraveling, thereby
keeping Armenian democracy on track.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to applaud
the members of the subcommittee for
maintaining section 907 of the Freedom
Support Act, which restricts assistance
to the government of Azerbaijan until
that country lifts its blockades of Ar-
menia and Nagorno Karabagh.

I also want to salute the sub-
committee for providing funding for
confidence-building measures to re-
solve the Nagorno Karabagh conflict,
and also for language which urges the
Secretary of State to move forthwith
to appoint a high-level, long-term spe-
cial negotiator to facilitate direct ne-
gotiations and any other contacts that

will bring peace to the people of the
Caucasus.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I wanted to
mention that as we get into the debate
on the amendments to this bill, it is
expected that our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON), will
offer one or more amendments to sin-
gle out India for a punitive cut in de-
velopment assistance. Similar at-
tempts to stigmatize India have been
defeated by increasingly lopsided bi-
partisan margins in recent years.

These amendments have been op-
posed by the chairman and the ranking
members of the subcommittee, as well
as the Committee on International Re-
lations.

The arguments against the Burton
amendment are stronger this year than
they have ever been. In March, Presi-
dent Clinton completed the first visit
to India by an American president in
more than 20 years. India is the world’s
largest democracy with over a billion
people.

Mr. Speaker, it is a country that has
made tremendous progress in free-mar-
ket economic reforms over the past
decade. Cutting development aid to
India will only serve to hamper Amer-
ica’s efforts to reduce poverty, eradi-
cate disease and promote broad-based
economic growth in the world’s second
most populous nation.

b 1600
Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to

continue Congress’ long-standing bi-
partisan tradition of defeating ill-ad-
vised efforts to punish India through
the Foreign Operations bill. I do not
think this is the appropriate vehicle,
and it is ill advised more than ever this
year.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 7 minutes to the very distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
KNOLLENBERG).

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Florida for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate very much
the opportunity to speak in support of
the rule and of course this bill, H.R.
4811, the fiscal year 2001 appropriations
bill for Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing and Related Programs.

I would like to begin by thanking the
gentleman from Alabama (Chairman
CALLAHAN), who I think, because of his
leadership and determination in steer-
ing this bill through the legislative
process, we have something that may
draw some disdain from some, but I
think it is a wholesome bill. It is a
good bill.

This rule is obviously one calculated
to bring about some debate that, in the
end, will bring us a product that I
think will be proper. It is never easy
for a chairman to do that. I believe
that the gentleman from Alabama
(Chairman CALLAHAN), with his fair-
ness and his leadership, and frankly an
astonishing amount of patience, which
he has done each year during this ap-
propriations process, is something that
we should make note of.
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I also would like to thank the gentle-

woman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
the ranking member, who has provided
leadership on many important issues
and promoted, I think, her views with a
great deal of energy and enthusiasm.

Of course, I would be lacking if I did
not support and thank the staff for the
great work that they have done, all of
them. I note Mr. Shank and Mr.
Flickner are two that have been ex-
traordinarily helpful, and all of them
have been very much involved in this
process to bring about a bill that is
drafted, I think, for success.

Mr. Speaker, this is a responsible bill
that effectively allocates the foreign
assistance that we have available while
providing crucial support for our coun-
try’s national security.

In the region of the former Soviet
Union, this bill helps to strengthen our
relationship with our friend and ally,
Armenia. The U.S. relationship with
Armenia is vital to our effort in pro-
moting democratization, economic de-
velopment, peace and stability in the
independent states and particularly the
Southern Caucasus.

This bill contains much-needed fund-
ing for Armenia as well as important
language directing the administration
without further delay to release the re-
mainder of the $20 million provided in
1998 for the victims of the Nagorno-
Karabagh conflict.

I believe we have produced a produc-
tive, positive approach that will facili-
tate peace in the Caucasus by empha-
sizing confidence-building measures
which have been discussed among the
parties at NATO and OSCE summits.

This bill also contains critical assist-
ance to Lebanon. I successfully spon-
sored an amendment during full com-
mittee consideration with support on
both sides to increase aid to Lebanon
from $15 million to $18 million.

The withdrawal of Israeli forces,
armed forces from South Lebanon, cre-
ates a great and immediate need for
the U.S. and the international commu-
nity to assist the people of that region.
This additional funding will provide an
important start by allowing USAID to
expand its program in Southern Leb-
anon. However, I am hopeful that the
U.S. will be able to provide a signifi-
cant aid package to Lebanon in the
near future to help rebuild its school,
repair and rebuild its infrastructure,
and further our goal of establishing a
comprehensive lasting peace through-
out the region. I look forward to work-
ing with the subcommittee on this ef-
fort.

This bill also provides important pro-
tections for our national security. Once
again, conditions have been included
on aid to North Korea through the Ko-
rean Energy Development Organiza-
tion. Since 1994, when the United
States and North Korea established
KEDO and the Agreed Framework, the
United States has upheld its commit-
ments to North Korea.

I might add that North Korea is the
biggest recipient of foreign aid from

the U.S. in Eastern Asia and Southern
Asia. However, hundreds of thousands
of North Koreans have died from star-
vation while Pyongyang continues to
divert our aid to their military.

North Korea has repeatedly antago-
nized its neighbors and threatened to
launch ballistic missiles capable of hit-
ting America. The conditions of KEDO
contained in this bill are necessary to
ensure North Korea is living up to its
end of the bargain and uphold the na-
tional security of the United States.

I am also pleased there is language in
this bill to prohibit the administration
from implementing the Kyoto Protocol
on climate change without first send-
ing it to the Senate for advice and con-
sent as required by the U.S. Constitu-
tion.

Both USAID and the State Depart-
ment have attempted to pursue pro-
grams and activities solely contained
in the Kyoto Protocol. I have docu-
mented these efforts in subcommittee
hearing. I have also discussed this mat-
ter on numerous occasions with USAID
administrator Brady Anderson.

Section 577 of this bill provides an
appropriate balance by prohibiting the
administration from engaging in ac-
tivities specifically related to the pro-
visions of the Kyoto Protocol, such as
carbon emissions trading, while at the
same time protecting the long-standing
programs and activities within USAID
which have been previously and specifi-
cally authorized by Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all Members of
the House to support this rule for what
I think is a very responsible bill. The
subject of foreign aid often sparks
heated debate on this floor, but I hope
all Members will unite behind this fair
bill and what I believe to be a good rule
to maintain U.S. leadership and
strengthen our influence across the
globe.

I ask for Members on both sides of
the aisle to support the rule and the
bill.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY).

(Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
HALL) yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to reference lan-
guage that is contained in this bill that
is identical to language included in the
Agriculture appropriations bill that
was offered as amendment No. 58 by
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
KNOLLENBERG), who just spoke relative
to the Kyoto Protocol.

I would like to follow up my remarks
made during the floor debate on the
Agriculture appropriations bill. I was
supportive of the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
KNOLLENBERG) and as agreed to by my-
self and other Members.

I also agree with the gentleman’s
characterization of the language as
identical to the provision offered on

Energy and Water and as contained in
this bill today. Essentially, it is also
the same language as contained in the
VA–HUD and CJS appropriations bills.

However, I would adamantly disagree
with one of the gentleman’s character-
izations of the provision, both in his
statement relative to the Agriculture
bill as well as to his statement just
made now relative to his use of the
word ‘‘specifically.’’ They do not re-
flect our agreement with the statutory
language that is now contained in the
Agriculture bill and in this bill.

I would note for the RECORD that the
word ‘‘specifically’’ is not used in
terms of authorization in the bill lan-
guage in this legislation. The assertion
of the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
KNOLLENBERG) that activities must be
specifically authorized from my per-
spective is not correct. There are many
activities that the administration en-
gages in that fall within generally au-
thorized activities.

He has stated that he has no inten-
tion of disrupting these constitutional
authorities or the ability of the admin-
istration to negotiate the climate
change treaty or to engage developing
countries in a manner consistent with
Senate Resolution 98, for instance; and
yet his characterization in the RECORD
that activities must be specifically au-
thorized is not reflective of the statu-
tory language that was agreed upon
and adopted by this House.

Additionally, the gentleman from
Michigan has stated in the past that
the United Nations Framework Con-
vention, which was ratified by the
United States Senate in 1992, requires
specific implementing legislation for
programs or initiatives. That is also,
from my perspective, not correct. A
ratified treaty carries the weight of
law. The U.S. has many obligations and
commitments that it agreed to under
this ratified treaty and that are au-
thorized without ‘‘specific imple-
menting legislation’’ beyond the trea-
ty. No one, I believe, can reinterpret
the law or a treaty by making state-
ments for the RECORD.

Finally, there are many programs
and activities that are funded by the
Congress and carried out by the admin-
istration that are not ‘‘specifically au-
thorized’’ by Congress. I am very con-
cerned about the use on the floor.

The gentleman’s use of the word
‘‘specifically authorized’’ in his floor
remarks, for example, could include
voluntary nonregulatory programs or
initiatives to reduce greenhouse gases,
programs that also reduce energy bills,
improve the Nation’s energy security,
and reduce local air pollutants.

I do want to make it clear that,
again, I agree with the language con-
tained in this bill, in the Agriculture
bill, the Energy and Water bill, as well
as CJS and VA–HUD.

I would note that the word ‘‘specifi-
cally’’ is not included in any of the re-
port language and is not included in
any of the bill language, and I would
not want there to be confusion about
the use of this word.
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I

reserve the balance of my time.
Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI). She is the
ranking minority member on the Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations, Ex-
port Financing and Related Programs.
She is a great advocate for people hurt-
ing in our country and around the
world.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I thank him for his very im-
pressive leadership on issues of concern
to people in need throughout the world.

Mr. Speaker, today we are going to
consider a bill that is very, very impor-
tant because it will define how Con-
gress sees our leadership role in the
world.

Unfortunately, we will not have the
fullest of debates on the bill because of
this rule that we have before us. So I,
with great reluctance and great respect
for the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
DIAZ-BALART), who is presenting the
rule, rise in opposition to it. I do so for
the following reasons:

The bill that we will consider later
today, if this rule passes, is seriously
deficient in the resources to match the
responsibilities of our great Nation. In
the past, I have tried to be cooperative,
and if it was a close call, come down on
the side of moving the process along.
But this bill is a hollow shell. The only
remedy we would have had is if the
Committee on Rules would have al-
lowed some amendments to be in order
which would have helped correct some
of the deficiencies in the bill.

The Committee on Rules did not
allow any of the amendments to be in
order. These amendments would have
addressed the serious concern that
many Members in this House have
about international debt relief. Several
of us had amendments to redress the
lack in the bill.

One that I had proposed would have
called for an increased funding of $390
million to bring the total in the bill up
to the President’s request for the sup-
plemental and for the next fiscal year
of approximately $470 million.

My request was for the Committee on
Rules to allow us to have this amend-
ment come to the floor under emer-
gency designation. There is already
precedent in the bill that will be con-
sidered later.

The distinguished gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN), the chair-
man of our committee, placed in the
bill funding for storm relief in Mozam-
bique and Southern Africa; and that
money, we are very grateful that that
money is in there. It was really put in
under the leadership of the gentle-
woman from Michigan (Ms. KIL-
PATRICK). That money survived the
process. We are grateful for that. It did
also establish a precedent which is
emergency designation within this par-
ticular appropriations bill.

Indeed, the debt relief is an emer-
gency. We have a situation where sev-

eral of the highly impoverished coun-
tries are suffering under oppressive
burdens of debt. Some of them pay
more on their debt each year than they
do for education or for health care for
their people.

Many of these debts have been in-
curred by previous regimes and now
these countries have to bear that bur-
den and are unable to lift themselves
up and enjoy for their people some of
the benefits of the more democratic
systems that they have entered into.

So the bill contains only $82 million
of the $472 million in pending requests
for debt relief, and we have no oppor-
tunity to address that under emer-
gency designation. The bill contains
only $2 million of $244 million that we
wanted for AIDS, global AIDS issues.
At the same time as the whole world of
those interested in HIV/AIDS is con-
verging, on Durban, South Africa, in
conference on how to deal with this
pandemic that is afflicting the world
and especially Africa and Asia at the
same time we are deprived of having an
amendment to acknowledge that emer-
gency with a $40 million emergency
designation. The rule does not allow
that. I must oppose that rule.

b 1615

And then there is the oppressive lan-
guage on international family plan-
ning. The President had requested $541
million. The bill puts in $285 million
with the stipulation that if the oppres-
sive language is in there and the waiv-
ers are used, that is reduced by over $12
million, down to $372 as opposed to $541
that the President has requested. So
the number is too low, the language is
a gag rule, and we were not allowed to
have an amendment.

The Greenwood-Lowey amendment
was not made in order so that this
House could work its will. It was not a
question of changing policy, it was a
question of having this opportunity
within this House of Representatives to
have a clean vote on that. In the past,
our chairman has provided that the bill
would come to the floor clean of any
language relating to Mexico City and
the House would then work its will.
This year is different. It contains the
oppressive language with no remedy al-
lowed in the rule.

And so I must oppose this rule, urge
my colleagues to do so, and also to op-
pose the bill that may follow.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. WYNN).

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time. I
rise in strong opposition to the rule
and the underlying bill on foreign oper-
ations.

I say this notwithstanding what I
recognize to be a great deal of hard
work on the part of the chairman and
the ranking member, and notwith-
standing what I think are very good
provisions regarding aid to Armenia.
But the sad fact is that this bill is an-
other case in which our rhetoric far ex-

ceeds our actions. We talk a great deal
about helping poor countries, but when
we look specifically at the issue of debt
relief, we find that we have provided a
level of funding that is woefully inad-
equate.

This bill contains only $82 million of
the $472 million requested for multilat-
eral debt relief assistance. I mention
that because this debt relief is not the
United States going it alone, this debt
relief is in the context of working with
the G–7 countries, the major developed
countries in the world, who have made
a commitment to provide debt relief
jointly to sub-Saharan Africa and
other developing countries.

Why is this problem so bad? For ex-
ample, consider Tanzania. The govern-
ment spends four times as much money
on debt payments as it does on health
and education combined. In Uganda,
Zambia, Nicaragua, and Honduras, the
government spending on debt service is
greater than government spending on
health and education combined. These
countries cannot develop under this
crushing burden of debt.

I would also mention that debt relief
is not conducted in a vacuum. It is tied
to democratization. It is tied to eco-
nomic reforms. These reforms have
been occurring, but these countries
still need debt relief.

Probably most crucial today, how-
ever, in today’s debate, is this simple
fact. Twenty-two million have died in
sub-Saharan Africa of AIDS. The crisis
in sub-Saharan Africa is pandemic. We
have a situation in which those coun-
tries cannot provide the health care
that they need to, the education about
AIDS that they need to because they
are providing debt service, debt service
which basically provides money going
from the poorest countries back to the
wealthiest countries.

We have an opportunity to exert
leadership, to say to the world that,
working in concert with other devel-
oped countries, we are going to provide
debt relief, to put some action behind
our rhetoric, to provide relief for AIDS,
and to provide general debt relief so
poorer countries can develop and
progress.

Mr. Speaker, I urge rejection of the
rule and the underlying bill.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. HASTINGS).

(Mr. HASTINGS of Florida asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time. Firstly, let us
have it clearly understood that foreign
assistance is an aid to America, it is
not a hindrance.

When we came to Congress, those of
us in 1992, we spent $18 billion in Amer-
ica on foreign assistance. Now we pro-
pose in this measure less than $12 bil-
lion. Overall, the bill cuts programs
which benefit Africa and Latin Amer-
ica by 15 percent. The bill also cuts
nonproliferation, anti-terrorism, de-
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mining, and related programs by 32
percent from the administration’s re-
quest, and it cuts 27 percent from fund-
ing for Eastern Europe and the Baltic
states.

Mr. Speaker, I just returned from a
CODEL to Bucharest, Romania, led by
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) and Senator GEORGE VOINOVICH,
along with the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER) and the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) and
several others of us. There we met with
more than 350 parliamentarians rep-
resenting 54 countries. And let me tell
my colleagues that the whole week we
were there we were touting the leading
role that the United States plays in the
world. Frankly, I hope none of our col-
leagues from those parliamentary bod-
ies are watching the procedures in this
House today, because I am embar-
rassed.

Setting aside the procedural prob-
lems with this rule, the fact that sev-
eral amendments that would make this
bill stronger have been disallowed, the
underlying bill itself is weak to the
point of impotency. We tout ourselves
as being one of the most charitable na-
tions in this world, and yet this bill ap-
propriates less than 20 percent of the
President’s request for debt relief. This
level of funding will deny relief to
some countries, such as Mozambique
and Bolivia, who have already met the
conditions necessary to obtain debt re-
lief. In addition, this low level of fund-
ing would seriously jeopardize the
highly indebted poor country initiative
because it may lead other bilateral do-
nors to reduce their contributions.

Defeat this rule and defeat this bill.
Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. LOWEY).

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to this unfair rule.
The foreign operations appropriations
bill is one of the most important pieces
of legislation we will consider this
year.

It is up to this Congress to provide
the resources that are adequate to
maintain the United States’ leadership
in the international community. That
is why I am deeply disappointed that
this rule denies a voice to some key
constituencies in this Congress and de-
nies the House the opportunity to re-
spond to some of the most urgent glob-
al needs.

For instance, this rule denies Con-
gress the opportunity to debate our
amendment to eliminate the anti-
democratic Mexico City language that
is already included in the bill. The very
same amendment passed the House last
year during the debate over foreign op-
erations. I am outraged that we are
prohibited from even letting the House
express its will on this issue and have
a free and fair debate.

This rule also denies Congress the op-
portunity to respond adequately to the
global AIDS crisis. Our ranking mem-
ber, the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. Pelosi), sought to offer an amend-

ment increasing funding for the AIDS
crisis and giving these funds an emer-
gency designation. Our administration
has made it clear that the AIDS crisis
is a national security emergency, and
former Treasury Secretary Robert
Rubin called it the biggest impediment
to economic development in Africa.

How can we, as the international
health community gathers in Durban,
South Africa to discuss this pandemic,
turn our backs on this crisis? Debt re-
lief has been severely underfunded, and
the committee denied the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WATERS) and oth-
ers the opportunity to designate this
important funding as an emergency.

As developing nations are crushed
under the burden of mounting debt, un-
able to devote the necessary resources
to the health and education of their
people, we continue to deny this fund-
ing. Without this relief, my colleagues,
we are dooming countries that have
tried hard to break the cycle of poverty
to repeat this cycle indefinitely.

Extreme poverty worldwide is an
emergency. We should have been able
to designate it as such, and I urge my
colleagues to join me in opposing the
rule.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, first of all, let me thank the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL), a
member of the Committee on Rules,
and to express to him the value of his
contributions to end world hunger and
his leadership on this issue.

Let me also comment on the chair-
man and the ranking member of this
subcommittee, realizing that in many
instances they have worked together
on issues, and I particularly thank the
members of the subcommittee the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
the gentlewoman from Michigan (Ms.
KILPATRICK), and others on that com-
mittee that have worked so hard on the
issue of HIV/AIDS internationally.

I rise to indicate that I wish in addi-
tion to having an open rule, that points
of order on certain very vital issues
could have been waived. It is clear that
if this Nation wants to continue living
in peace, then we must encourage
world peace and world economic order.
With regard to foreign aid, foreign as-
sistance, this appropriations bill is an
investment in our peace. And until we
go home to our districts and explain
what foreign aid is all about, we will
continue with this mismatched debate
on the floor of the House providing for
legislation that does not do its job.

One in five South Africans are HIV
positive and are dying. The reason they
are dying is because there is no access
to the prescription drugs at a cost that
they can deal with that we have the
privilege of having in this Nation. A
population that is dying cannot build
its Nation, cannot raise its children,

and cannot provide economically for
itself. Simple as that. When a Nation
crumbles under its own weight, its own
burden of debt, its own health prob-
lems, it impacts the very citizens in
our respective locations where we come
from. The comfort of being able to go
to a doctor, to be educated, even
though we have our own problems, is
hurt by the fact that the world is hurt-
ing.

To not provide the dollars that are
needed for debt relief adds additionally
to the burden of the United States of
America and its citizens. A simple in-
vestment of the amount of monies that
are necessary to provide this debt relief
would be an investment for our safety
and our security.

I would hope that when we debate
this bill that we will find it in our
hearts, Mr. Speaker, to pass amend-
ments that will remedy the problems
in this bill and truly invest in world
peace and world order.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to just say that this bill is very
inadequate, and I want really the peo-
ple that listen in and watch the Con-
gress in action, because so many people
are under the misunderstanding that
we spend so much of our total budget
on foreign aid, to understand that the
fact is that is not true.

If we put everything together, includ-
ing aid to Israel and Egypt, of our total
budget it is less than 1 percent that
goes for foreign aid. Most people across
the country think that we spend some-
where between 17 and 25 percent of our
total budget on foreign aid. We have
done polls on it. A lot of our elected of-
ficials run against foreign aid and they
tell people we spend too much money,
but the fact is it is less than 1 percent.

In our own country the bottom 21⁄2 to
3 percent of our people live in great
poverty, whether it is in the cities or
in Appalachia or in other parts. As a
matter of fact, they rank as low as any
people of the poorest of the poor in the
Third World countries. The first thing
this Congress ought to do is take care
of that problem.

Now, this bill does not have anything
to do with that, but if Congress was
going to be known for anything, and I
would love to see this someday, I would
love to be part of a Congress that
someday said we are going to take care
of our poor. They are going to be fed
and they are going to have shelter and
they are going to have clean water.
And then we could take some of this
tremendous surplus that we have and
forget about giving these multibillion
dollar giveaways on tax cuts to so
many people and start helping some
people live, to eat, to be immunized, to
pay for debt, to have development as-
sistance so they can help themselves.

For every dollar we invest overseas,
we get $2.37 back. This is not a bad deal
for us. Economically it is a good deal,
if we want to consider it just on eco-
nomic terms.
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But this budget is inadequate. We
can do better. Hopefully some day, and
I do not know if I will be around, I
would like to be part of a Congress that
ends hunger, that ends disease. We can
end tuberculosis, we can end cholera
and we can end polio and so many of
the diseases in the world. We have the
ability.

So, with that, I apologize to my col-
leagues for going on and on and on.
They have heard me give this speech
many times, but it needs to be said
over and over again.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), for whom I have
great respect, and also all the Members
who have spoken this afternoon on this
issue.

I know that there is always more
money that could be spent. There are
always more things that could be done
by Government. But I am not ashamed
of what the American people, through
their Congress, do in foreign aid.

We are spending $13.340 billion. That
is $13,340 billion in this bill for assist-
ance for peoples in other countries, for
the poor and the needy in other coun-
tries. I think that is something that
the American people have to be very
proud of and that is something in the
tradition of generosity of the American
people. And so, I support this legisla-
tion. I thank all of those who have
worked so hard on it, especially the
gentleman from Alabama (Chairman
CALLAHAN).

Mr. Speaker, I urge at this point sup-
port also for this rule, which will bring
to the floor the legislation for consid-
eration of debate in an open rule per-
mitting any amendment that is ger-
mane and pursuant to the House rules.

So I support this rule. I urge my col-
leagues to vote for it.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, there is lan-
guage contained in this bill that is identical to
language included in the Agriculture Appro-
priations bill as amendment #58 by Mr.
KNOLLENBERG relating to the Kyoto Protocol.

I would like to follow up my remarks on the
floor, during deliberations on the Agricultural
Appropriations bill. I was supportive of the
amendment offered by Mr. KNOLLENBERG, and
as agreed to by myself and other members. I
agree fully with Mr. KNOLLENBERG’s character-
ization of the language as identical to the pro-
vision adopted on Energy and Water, and con-
tained in the Foreign Operations bill, and es-
sentially the same as on VA/HUD and CJS.

However, I would disagree with one of Mr.
KNOLLENBERG’s characterizations of the provi-
sion, both in his remarks made on the floor,
and as submitted for the RECORD. They do not
reflect our agreement or the statutory lan-
guage which is now contained in the Agricul-
tural Appropriations bill and the other bills
mentioned.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG’s assertion that activities
must be specifically authorized is incorrect.
There are many activities that the administra-
tion engages in that fall within generally au-
thorized activities. Mr. KNOLLENBERG has stat-

ed that he has no intention of disrupting these
constitutional authorities, or the ability of the
administration to negotiate the climate change
treaty or to engage developing countries in a
manner consistent with Senate Resolution 98,
for instance. And yet, his characterization in
the RECORD that activities must be specifically
authorized is not reflected in the statutory pro-
vision that was agreed upon and adopted.

Additionally, he stated that the United Na-
tions Framework Convention, which was rati-
fied by the United States after consent by the
Senate in 1992, requires specific implementing
legislation for programs or initiatives. That is
also incorrect. A ratified treaty carries the
weight of law, and the United States has many
obligations and commitments that it agreed to
under this ratified treaty, and that are author-
ized without ‘‘specific implementing legislation’’
beyond the treaty. No one can reinterpret the
law by making statements on the floor.

Finally, there are many programs and activi-
ties that are funded by the Congress, and car-
ried out by the administration, that are not
‘‘specifically authorized’’ by Congress. For ex-
ample: Mr. KNOLLENBERG’s characterization
made on the floor using the word ‘‘specifi-
cally’’—which is not contained in this bill, the
Agriculture, Energy and Water, or VA-HUD
bills, implies that some regulatory and non-
regulatory programs that have bipartisan sup-
port and that save money for businesses and
consumers, help the environment, and im-
prove public health would have to be rolled
back.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG’s use of the word ‘‘specifi-
cally’’ authorized in this floor remarks would
include voluntary, non-regulatory programs or
initiatives to reduce greenhouse gases—pro-
grams that also reduce energy bills, improve
the nation’s energy security, and reduce local
air pollutants. Let me be clear. The language
in this bill and those mentioned before very
deliberately does not include the word ‘‘specifi-
cally’’ and I wanted to ensure for the record
that the gentleman’s floor characterization
does not represent our agreement on this
issue and it is not the congressional intent in
this bill.

The language included in this bill does not
do anything to interfere with valuable re-
search, existing programs, or ongoing initia-
tives designed to carry out the United States’
voluntary commitments under the 1992 Cli-
mate Change Convention.’’

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Without objec-
tion, the previous question is ordered
on the resolution.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 225, nays
199, not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 394]

YEAS—225

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte

Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul

Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—199

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior

Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley

Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
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Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E.B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)

Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers

Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—10

Campbell
Carson
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay

Cooksey
Forbes
Matsui
McNulty

Smith (WA)
Vento
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Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. MALONEY of
Connecticut and Mr. CRAMER changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. EHLERS changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 4811, and that I may include tab-
ular and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama?

There was no objection.
f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 546 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on

the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4811.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4811)
making appropriations for foreign op-
erations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2001, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. THORNBERRY in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) and the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN).

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to bring
to the floor today H.R. 4811, the fiscal
year 2001 Appropriations Act for For-
eign Operations, Export Financing and
Related Programs. I urge all Members
to support this bill.

The Committee on Appropriations
has recommended a bill with total dis-
cretionary spending of $13.281 billion.
This compares to an enacted level, ex-
cluding emergency spending and in-
cluding scoring adjustments, of $13.432
billion. The President requested $15.132
billion for the programs funded
through this bill. In short, the bill re-
sponsibly reduces foreign aid spending
by $151 million below fiscal year 2000
and by $1.8 billion below the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2001 budget request.

Mr. Chairman, there are those in-
cluding the ranking member the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI)
who are disappointed in some of the
funding levels for specific programs
and activities covered by this bill. I
sympathize with them, but we have a
302(b) allocation that limits us to the
spending in this bill, and I have no
choice but to live within that level.
While it is true that the pending bill
significantly cuts foreign aid spending
below what the President has re-
quested, I disagree with the rhetoric
that we may hear today about the bad
things that this bill does. Let me be
clear: this bill preserves U.S. national
interests and maintains American com-
mitments abroad.

The bill increases funding above last
year’s level for a number of critical ini-
tiatives which support U.S. national
interests and which help to achieve
America’s humanitarian goals. These
include increasing the child survival
account by $119 million to a total of
$834 million. Mr. Chairman, we receive
more requests, more letters of support
about the child survival than any other
single issue in this bill.

I know my colleagues will be pleased
to hear that we have made such a sig-

nificant increase once again in this
crucial child survival account.

We are increasing HIV/AIDS funding
by $27 million, up to $202 million; non-
proliferation and antiterrorism pro-
grams by $25 million, up to $241 mil-
lion; increasing the fund for Ireland by
$5.4 million, up to $25 million; increas-
ing the Peace Corps by $13 million, up
to $258 million; and increasing refugee
programs by $20 million, up to $657 mil-
lion.
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In addition, the pending bill fully
funds the President’s request for eco-
nomic and military assistance for
Israel, Egypt and Jordan; and this in-
cludes an increase of $60 million in
military assistance for Israel. Indeed,
39 percent of the funds in this bill, or
over $5.2 billion, will be available and
be provided to the Middle East.

Let me just comment once again
about the controversy that has been
discussed in the last several months
about the Phalcon sale by Israel to
China. As of this morning, as I an-
nounced earlier on the floor, the Israeli
government contacted me by telephone
and told me Mr. Barak had requested
that I be informed and that the Con-
gress be informed that the Phalcon sale
to China has been stopped. I think that
is a tremendous step in the right direc-
tion, and I applaud the decision of the
prime minister in making this deci-
sion.

I know many Members of the House
have expressed to me and shared in my
concern and yet were concerned about
the possibility of a lengthy debate. So
since that has been consummated and
our objective has been fulfilled, there
will be no need to discuss that reduc-
tion in the early disbursal account for
Israel.

Further, this bill continues to sup-
port American involvement in Africa
and Latin America. H.R. 4811 ensures
at least $1.55 billion for sub-Saharan
Africa for development of humani-
tarian programs next year. In addition,
thanks to the efforts of the gentle-
woman from Michigan (Ms. KIL-
PATRICK), a member of our sub-
committee, we have included funds ur-
gently needed for Mozambique, Mada-
gascar, and southern Africa; and the
committee directs that development
funding for Latin America be no less
than the fiscal year 2000 amount.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the pending
bill benefits American business by in-
creasing funding for the Export-Import
Bank and provides central funding for
OPIC, the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation, and for the U.S. Trade
and Development Agency. In addition,
the bill, thanks to the efforts of one of
our colleagues from Ohio, retains long-
standing Buy America requirements
and protection for American jobs.

I urge Members today to read the edi-
torial in the Washington Post entitled
‘‘An Unobserved War.’’ It states that
‘‘not much notice is paid in the West
these days to the war in Chechnya.’’
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Unfortunately, the Post is largely

correct. While we hear many of our col-
leagues from the other side complain
about various aspects of this bill, I
doubt that you will hear any of them
complain about the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration’s deafening silence about
Chechnya. According to recent press
reports, Russian military actions in
that area are even more brutal than
what we had previously thought, in-
cluding the rape, torture and murder of
innocent civilians.

The committee is not silent on this
issue, however. No funds may be made
available to the government of Russia
if that government continues to violate
the Treaty on Conventional Armed
Forces in Europe due to the deploy-
ment of its military forces in
Chechnya. This sends two messages:
one, that Russia should live up to its
treaty commitments with the West;
and, two, that it should end its mili-
tary campaign in Chechnya.

Mr. Chairman, the balance of the bill
is good. Without question, there is
room for improvement, and I expect
some modifications will be made dur-
ing the process; but I encourage Mem-
bers to support its passage today.

Mr. Chairman, I include the following
chart for the RECORD, which details the
funding provided in this bill, as well as
a copy of the Washington Post edi-
torial of July 12, 2000.
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[From the Washington Post, July 12, 2000]

AN UNOBSERVED WAR

Not much notice is paid in the West these
days to the war in Chechnya. This is not, as
you might think, because the war is over, al-
though Russian officials have declared vic-
tory on any number of occasions. It is rather
because the facts of the war are inconven-
ient. Inconvenient for Russia’s leaders, who
have done everything possible to keep re-
porters and aid workers from observing the
misery there, and inconvenient for U.S. and
European leaders, who want to cozy up to
Russian President Vladimir Putin.

It’s not that the war is a secret. The for-
eign minister of Chechnya’s elected govern-
ment, who was in Washington a few weeks
ago, spoke—to those who would listen; the
Clinton administration had little time for
him—of the terrible hardship experienced by
hundreds of thousands of Chechens rendered
homeless by Russian bombs and artillery.
Many are trapped in the southern moun-
tains, he said, where most of the fighting
now takes place. Chechen and Russian civil-
ians also are often the victims of retaliatory
bombings attributed to Chechen fighters. On
Sunday, Post correspondents Sharon
LaFraniere and Daniel Williams reported on
a Russian command post in the Chechen
town of Urus-Martan that has become a tor-
ture chamber. Many civilians have been
raped, brutalized and killed there, according
to reliable eyewitness testimony. ‘‘They beat
us because we are Chechens,’’ a beating vic-
tim told the Post.

That reflects the kind of ethnic hatred
President Clinton denounced so eloquently,
and fought against with such tenacity, in
Kosovo. He’s had less to say about Russia’s
assault on the Chechen people. But Mr. Clin-
ton’s reticence looks statesmanlike next to
the fawning friendship German Chancellor
Gerhard Schroeder has bestowed on Mr.
Putin. This week European Union foreign
ministers released $55 million in aid to Rus-
sia that they had frozen last December to
protest the war. What’s changed since then?
The Chechen capital of Grozny is still in
ruins, the bombing continues, the Russians
have yet to credibly investigate or punish a
single case of torture. But the war is no
longer on television.

In 10 days Mr. Clinton and other leaders of
top industrialized countries will meet with
Mr. Putin in Japan at the annual G–8 sum-
mit. If the leaders express forceful and public
disapproval of Russia’s abuses, Mr. Putin
might believe there is some cost to con-
tinuing human rights violations. If they
smile and shake hands as if all is well, they
will highlight their own hypocrisy while be-
traying the hapless Chechens and the few
Russian human rights activists campaigning
in their behalf.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 41⁄2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I reluctantly rise in
opposition to this legislation before us
today. I first want to commend our dis-
tinguished chairman, the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN), on the
manner in which the bill was put to-
gether. Unfortunately, because it is se-
riously deficient in the funding level,
and I believe that has resulted in some
skewered priorities in the bill, I cannot
support it and cannot urge a vote of
yes on it.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say for
the purpose of starting this debate on
this bill, which everyone knows is a
statement of the importance we place

on our leadership role in the world,
this bill of $13.3 billion is well below
the President’s request of $15.1 billion.
The President’s request was less than 1
percent of the entire budget. The entire
budget is $1.8 trillion. If we had a pie
chart here, this amount in this bill
would be just a line, a sliver, a hair, a
thread, whatever is smaller, of our na-
tional budget. It is just less than 1 per-
cent. Yet the Republican majority
could not see fit to meet the Presi-
dent’s request, so I must oppose the
bill. I will say why.

The bill, I think to make judgment
about it we should consider what is the
vision of the bill, what is the knowl-
edge it is based on, what is the plan it
proposes, how does it respond to the
spirit of the American people. I think
it fails in every respect.

I am led by President Kennedy’s
words. Anyone who knows American
history knows that in his inaugural ad-
dress President Kennedy said to the
citizens of America, ‘‘Ask not what
your country can do for you, but what
you can do for your country.’’ Every-
one knows that. But everyone does not
know that the very next line in that
speech, which I heard as a student here
in Washington, D.C., in the very next
line President Kennedy said to the citi-
zens of the world, ‘‘Ask not what Amer-
ica can do for you, but what we can do
working together for the freedom of
mankind.’’

That, I think, should be the vision
and the spirit of this legislation, that
what we put forward should give some
of the benefits of democratization,
some economic benefits to these
emerging democracies. But this bill
does not enable that to happen.

As far as knowledge is concerned, we
are blessed in this House of Represent-
atives by the diversity of our member-
ship. Members of our Congressional
Black Caucus and of our Hispanic Cau-
cus and the Asian Pacific American
Caucus know and understand the cul-
tures and politics of many of the coun-
tries that we would hope to cooperate
with in this bill. They have been a tre-
mendous intellectual resource to us,
and yet we have not listened to them
or heeded their call for increased fund-
ing, for example, for international debt
relief, or increased funding for global
AIDS, or other initiatives that we can
take to help these countries. It is
about cooperation. It is not necessarily
about just assistance.

So we have ignored the vision, we
have ignored the knowledge, and what
is the plan? We have a plan. We have a
definite plan. As far as debt relief, for
example, is concerned, Jubilee 2000 is
an international ecumenical religious
and lay community initiative to re-
lieve international debt. Others will
talk about the fact that many coun-
tries are paying more on their debt
payments than they are on education
and health services in their countries.
This is a travesty. We should be doing
something about it, at the same time
as we are not alleviating poverty and
we are exacerbating the AIDS crisis.

In addition to the vision, the knowl-
edge, the plan that we are ignoring, we
are also ignoring the spirit of the
American people, a compassionate peo-
ple who want to alleviate poverty, stop
the starvation of children throughout
the world, recognize our interdepend-
ence in terms of health issues, infec-
tious diseases and environmental deg-
radation internationally.

So we are ignoring the heart, the
head, and the knowledge of this great
congress with its diversity, and I think
that this is the last time we will ever
see a bill that looks like this, because
we must assert the influence of our di-
versity on this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on
this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER),
a member of our subcommittee.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman from Alabama
for his excellent work in developing
this bill. He has written an outstanding
bill with extremely scarce resources
provided to him, and he and his staff
have worked very hard to meet the nu-
merous concerns of many Members, in-
cluding this Member. Since the gen-
tleman from Alabama took over the
helm of the Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations, he and his staff have shown
great patience in addressing so many of
my concerns and those of other sub-
committee members, and all of us truly
appreciate this. It has been a great
pleasure and an honor to serve as a
member of his subcommittee and under
his outstanding leadership.

In particular, I am pleased with lan-
guage in this bill and report supporting
the furtherance of the peace process
among Armenia, Nagorno-Karabagh,
and Azerbaijan. The region has been in
a fragile state since the tragic event at
the Armenian Parliament last October,
but it appears that talks have resumed
among the parties; and I hold out hope
for a peace agreement.

As indicated in the committee’s re-
port, I feel that a special negotiator is
of critical importance in making
progress on the peace process. It is
vital that the State Department pro-
vide for a long-term special negotiator
to follow through on this process. As
Presidents Kocharian and Aliyev hope-
fully resume face-to-face discussions, I
hope that the United States will do ev-
erything possible to facilitate a lasting
peace in this region.

I am grateful, too, for the commit-
tee’s recommendation concerning
Tibet. Tibet remains a desperately poor
region, with the majority of its eco-
nomic development targeted at the
ethnic Chinese residing in the region.
It is critically important that pro-
grams which support the Tibetans and
their culture continue to be funded.

I also support the committee’s rec-
ommendation of $15 million for Cyprus.
I am encouraged that Mr. Denktas and
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President Clerides are engaged in talks
in New York this month. It is critical
that as Turkey’s EU candidacy is con-
sidered, the reunification of this island
nation must be addressed, and the U.S.
should continue to work to facilitate
peace.

I am also pleased with the commit-
tee’s continued insistence on limiting
Guatemala and Indonesia to expanded-
IMET. After the violence which raged
in East Timor last fall, the high num-
ber of refugees that remain in West
Timor and the volatile situation on the
island as well as the violence which
continues in various regions of Indo-
nesia, it is critical that the United
States does not restart military-to-
military relations with Indonesia at
this time.

I am also pleased as well with the
committee’s attention and support of
environmental and women’s issues
within the development assistance ac-
count.

Finally, I strongly support the com-
mittee’s funding aid for Israel. It is a
critical time in the peace negotiations
with respect to Israel and the Middle
East, and I believe that it is imperative
that the United States continue to sup-
port the peace process and provide the
environment in which final agreements
can be reached.

However, having said all of this, and
these items I support very strongly, I
am very concerned about the overall
funding level. The United States con-
tinues to enjoy the strongest economy
ever, and yet the money we spend on
foreign assistance continues to shrink.

Today our country has arrived at the
point of being the strongest, most eco-
nomically productive nation on Earth,
and yet we are shunning strong support
and leadership in promoting and sup-
porting our values in other parts of the
world. This bill is vastly underfunded.
How much more we could do to pro-
mote and protect democracy, human
rights, the rule of law and free markets
with a strong commitment of resources
in this area?

Again, however, on the whole, I sup-
port the bill and the excellent work of
my colleague, the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Chairman CALLAHAN). He was
presented with a very difficult task,
and has succeeded in rising to the chal-
lenge.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Michigan (Ms. KIL-
PATRICK), a very valued member of the
Subcommittee on Foreign Operations,
Export Financing and Related Pro-
grams.

(Ms. KILPATRICK asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I
thank our ranking member for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise reluctantly to
oppose the foreign operations bill. I
just want to speak just a moment on
it. In 1992, this bill was $18 billion, at a
time when our country was suffering

major deficits. We were funding this
bill at $18 billion and doing a better
part as a leader in the world with coun-
tries around the world.

The President requested $15 billion
for this 2001 appropriation, and I am
sad to say that the bill before us is
only $13.6 billion. We are the leaders of
the world. We have a surplus that we
never thought we would see, over $1
trillion over the next decade.
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Surely, the leaders of the world, the
United States of America, can share,
and we want to share our tax dollars
with those countries around the world
because, as we say all the time, this is
a global economy. We can be around
the world in two or three clicks. God
has blessed our country, and certainly
we are in a position today to do better
than the low funding that this foreign
operations bill brings to us today.

Mr. Chairman, HIV/AIDS. Today in
Durbin, South Africa and for the last 5
days, people from around the world
have been discussing, how do we attack
the pandemic. What must we do to
make life available for Africa, for
India, and for the former Newly Inde-
pendent States who are seeing a burst
of the illness and disease devastate
their families, their countries, and
their very being. This bill does not do
its part for being the leader in the
world. The President recommended $240
plus million. This bill has much less
than that, and it is a travesty. We can
do more.

We know now from our own country’s
experience with HIV and AIDS that
prevention and education are the key
to keeping the disease in control. We
can do better and we ought to do bet-
ter. Treatment for HIV, we know from
our own experience with the disease in
our country, that we can treat it, that
one can live longer with it. So edu-
cation, prevention and treatment are
available to us. Why, then, is not the
richest country in the world doing its
part to make sure that we take care of
the USA, of course, but also do our part
around the world.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN), the chairman of the sub-
committee, for his hard work. I want
to thank him for sticking with it and
making certain of the commitment
that he and the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOUNG), the chairman of the
full committee, made to fund Mozam-
bique and that it does include $160 mil-
lion, and I appreciate the gentleman’s
leadership for sticking with it when
sometimes others did not want to stick
with it. Mozambique has shown that
they are head and shoulders above
many other poor countries in the world
and that they are doing their part, and
I thank the gentleman very much for
the appropriation that he has in this
bill for Mozambique.

I also want to thank the gentleman
for the Phalcon sale, for seeing that it
is eliminated. Prime Minister Barak,

who is visiting our country today and
trying to work out a peace agreement,
and we all support peace in the Middle
East, has withdrawn that sale, and I
think the gentleman’s tenacity as well
as all of the Members of the Congress
have made it possible that that sale
has now been rejected and is off the
table in our own self-interests and the
interests around the world.

Debt relief. There is no reason why
we cannot do better with debt relief.
Mr. Chairman, $82 million at a time
when we have unparalleled surpluses,
we can do better. This is the year of
Jubilee. The Bible says that we ought
to forgive debt. It has happened over
and over again in other times in our
existence, in the existence of human
beings in this world, and today we can
do that as well.

IDA, International Development As-
sistance, a very important program
that we have where we assist other
countries in the world. But this bill
cuts IDA over $100 million from last
year’s appropriation. Over 30 percent of
IDA has been cut. We are the leaders of
the world. We have been blessed to be
born in this country.

I know that the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN) and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI)
have done their best. We can do better.
I urge a no vote on this bill.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would just like to share with my
colleagues the procedure that we go
through to arrive at this day, and that
is, number one, we have a budget reso-
lution and the budget resolution says
we must protect Social Security, Med-
icaid and Medicare. We must do certain
things, but in order to do that, we can-
not outspend a certain level.

So they give to the Committee on
Appropriations to our distinguished
chairman, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG) a designated amount of
maximum expenditures that we can ap-
propriate. So the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations then sits
down and tries to divide the money in
such a fashion that it will be fair to all
areas of government, to the housing
needs of the people of this country, to
the medical needs of the people of this
country, to the Defense Department in
order that we can have a viable na-
tional defense.

When he allocated the money to us,
$13.2 billion, that is as much as we can
spend. All of the rhetoric we hear
today, Mr. Chairman, would indicate
that we are not doing a responsible job
in the division of the money that has
been allocated to us. But Mr. Chair-
man, I think we have done a very re-
sponsible job. Each and every request
that we got, not only from our Repub-
lican colleagues, but from my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle,
each and every request was considered,
and a great majority of those requests
were granted. We have directed the ad-
ministration to do exactly what they
wanted.
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So now they come and say, well, it is

not enough money for HIPC, for debt
forgiveness for the impoverished na-
tions. Maybe they are right. Maybe it
is an insufficient amount of money.
But just because President Clinton
sends us a message to send $15 billion,
it is not quite that simple, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, I want to tell my col-
leagues that we have worked with both
sides of the aisle, with the gentle-
woman from California, with all of the
members of the subcommittee, to try
to bring to this floor a responsible bill
that lives within the allocated funds
that have been given to us. I regret
that there are not more funds. Maybe
they are right. Maybe less than 1 per-
cent of the total budget is an inad-
equate amount. But we made the deci-
sion months ago that we were not
going to interfere with Social Security,
that we were not going to interfere
with the solvency of Medicare, that we
were not going to interfere with Med-
icaid, that we were going to do certain
things; and now we have to live with
what we decided in March. That is
where we are today.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
very pleased to yield 4 minutes to the
very distinguished gentleman from
Chicago (Mr. JACKSON), a member of
the subcommittee.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to commend the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) and the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI) and other members of the Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations on
the work that they have done on this
bill. I want to especially thank the
chairman and ranking member for
working with me in subcommittee to
improve some sections of the bill with
respect to Africa and those countries
that are not as fortunate as the United
States. However, if the U.S. is to main-
tain its position as a global leader, we
ought to act like one and assist those
countries that are most in need.

We should create opportunities and
spread stability throughout the world
by combating infectious disease and
poverty and working for conflict reso-
lution, enhancing democratization and
fostering the conditions for economic
growth; that is in our national inter-
ests.

However, this year’s budget for this
bill for which the chairman just spoke
is below the President’s request and
below the fiscal year 2000 enacted level.
Moreover, I am deeply disappointed
and disturbed that this subcommittee
did not get more money to help dem-
onstrate its leadership abroad, espe-
cially in some of the accounts that
fund Africa and Latin America.

In this bill, Africa would receive
about $97 million less than last year
and $267 million less than the Presi-
dent’s request. In percentage terms,
funds for Africa are cut by 14.6 percent,
while the overall cut to this bill is 10

percent below the President’s request.
Africa does receive funds from other
accounts like the Economic Support
Fund, the Foreign Military Financing,
the International Monetary and Edu-
cation and Training, and Debt Relief.
However, inclusion of those figures
would show a greater reduction from
the request as cuts have been made in
all of those accounts.

While the overall request has been re-
duced by 10 percent, the amounts re-
quested to address the problems of debt
relief in Africa and Latin America, the
spread of HIV/AIDS in Asia and Africa,
poverty alleviation and access to fam-
ily planning have been cut dispropor-
tionately.

Consider this: the bill contains only
$82 million of the $472 million in pend-
ing requests for debt relief and a mora-
torium for countries who receive debt
relief from obtaining new loans. It will
not even provide enough resources to
enable two countries, Bolivia and Mo-
zambique, who have all met necessary
conditions to obtain debt relief. On
Monday, the Wall Street Journal said,
‘‘One year after President Clinton and
other world leaders vowed to write off
$50 billion in debt owed by deserving
poor nations, that effort is in danger of
collapsing, largely because Congress,
this subcommittee, has not paid the
share of the U.S. tab.’’ That is quite
disgraceful.

The bill contains only $202 million of
the $244 million requested to combat
HIV/AIDS. The staggering impact of
this disease on health and development
of affected nations has made it impera-
tive that the U.S. provide more re-
sources to combat the pandemic. In
fact, so serious is the AIDS crisis in Af-
rica that the U.S. has declared it a na-
tional security threat.

The bill before us reduces funding for
lending to poor countries by dras-
tically cutting funding for the Inter-
national Development Association, the
African Development Bank and Fund,
and the Asian Development Fund by 32
percent below the requested levels.

Overall cuts to all programs in the
bill which benefit Africa and Latin
America are 15 percent.

The $541 million requested for family
planning programs has been cut to $385
million, which is 29 percent below re-
quested levels. The bill also contains
objectionable language on the Mexico
City policy, which seeks to impose un-
democratic restrictions on foreign or-
ganizations.

Recently, Congress passed, and the
President signed, a bill signaling a new
relationship with Africa. To make this
relationship a reality, we need to put
our money where our mouth is. Addi-
tional funding needs to be made and
provided for the African Development
Fund and the African Development
Bank and the Development Fund, for
Africa needs to be made into a separate
development assistance account.

Many nations on the continent of Af-
rica are making unprecedented
progress towards democratic rule and

open markets, and with the Develop-
ment Fund for Africa included as a sep-
arate account, funding would be as-
sured to remain focused on the long-
term problems and development prior-
ities of our African partners.

Although there have been many con-
cerns in the past about management of
the African Development Bank, I know
that strides have been made. I feel it is
unwise to completely underfund the
bank at this time when they are work-
ing diligently to address the manage-
ment problems. I am encouraged that
the African Development Fund re-
ceived an allocation, however.

Mr. Chairman, in turning our atten-
tion to some of the more important re-
gions of the world, we should not turn
our back on others.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I do not have before me the percent-
age of increase that we have provided
for the continent of Africa during my
tenure as chairman of this committee,
but I would remind the gentleman from
Illinois that this year, we appropriate
more than $1.5 billion for sub-Saharan
Africa. I think that under the cir-
cumstances of the limited allocation
we have, and in response, a great deal,
to the request that the gentleman from
Illinois has made, that we have pro-
vided to sub-Saharan Africa a suffi-
cient amount. I wish we had more, but
we do not have more.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
LOWEY).

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, with
great respect for our chair and our
ranking member, who both wish they
had more for this bill, frankly, I rise in
disbelief that we are here, once again,
debating a foreign aid bill that is woe-
fully underfunded. Whatever the rea-
son, this bill, like just about every
other House version of the foreign op-
erations bills since 1995, is the epitome
of myopic neglect. With a few notable
exceptions, the bill underfunds almost
every aspect of United States foreign
aid. It is $1.5 billion less than the
President’s request; it undercuts our
contribution to IDA, the arm of the
World Bank that makes loans to the
poorest of poor nations; it practically
ignores the AIDS crisis in Africa that
is plunging that continent further into
economic and social despair every day;
and it adds insult to injury by under-
cutting the President’s debt relief ini-
tiative. And, once again, it violates
fundamental principles of democracy
by imposing a malicious gag rule on
foreign NGOs participating in a bilat-
eral family planning program.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is important
that we discuss for a moment why a
strong United States foreign aid pro-
gram is so critical, because it is very
clear to me there is a misunder-
standing in this Chamber on that
point. The single most important argu-
ment for a stronger investment in for-
eign AID in this time of great pros-
perity and burgeoning budget surpluses
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is that we have a responsibility to help
those who have been left behind.

In the Jewish faith, we call it
‘‘tikkun olam,’’ which means, repairing
the world. What it means is that we
recognize that if we were suffering
under the scourge of a 20, 25 percent
HIV infection rate or experiencing such
a high level of infant mortality that we
all knew someone who lost a child or
could not send our daughters to pri-
mary school because only the boys
were allowed to go to school, and even
they could only go for a few years, that
we would expect, and rightfully so,
that other more fortunate nations
around the world would help alleviate
some of this suffering, and we, in turn,
are bound by that same obligation.

b 1730

I was brought up believing that the
right thing to do is to repair the world,
to help those who need it. Sadly, this
bill takes that principle and throws it
out the window.

But there is another reason why such
a low level of foreign assistance is ter-
ribly misguided, a more selfish reason.
That is because in the long run we in
the United States will reap the benefits
from the stability sown by our aid.

Countries that are now top can-
didates for foreign assistance can use
our aid to strengthen their democracy,
stabilize their economies, and improve
the health and well-being of their citi-
zens. When these goals are met and
these countries become strong and
independent, they will graduate from
being recipients of our aid to being our
strategic allies and trading partners.
So it makes sense for us, it makes
sense for them.

In the last year of World War II,
Franklin Delano Roosevelt gave his
fourth inaugural address to the Nation.
As the war raged and some people sug-
gested that we ought not to be involved
in the affairs of other nations, FDR
made a profound case for the impor-
tance of the United States’ engagement
around the world. I think his words are
particularly relevant today.

He said: ‘‘We have learned that we
cannot live alone at peace, that our
own well-being is dependent on the
well-being of other nations far away.
We have learned that we must live as
men and not as ostriches, not as dogs
in the manger. We have learned to be
citizens of the world, members of the
human community.’’

FDR’s words from 55 years ago ring
even truer today. We cannot turn our
backs on the people of the world. It is
in our interests to promote economic
stability and democracy.

Reluctantly, I will vote for this bill
today because I do not believe that the
Republican leadership in the House will
produce a better bill. I do believe that
this bill will look a lot different, a lot
better, when it comes back to this floor
after conference.

I am telling the Republican leader-
ship today that I refuse to play their
game. I want to move the bill off the

floor to the conference, of which I will
be a member as soon as possible. As the
most powerful Nation in the world, we
have the capacity and the responsi-
bility to improve the lives of those less
fortunate. We cannot turn away from
that obligation.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK), a member of the Sub-
committee on Domestic and Inter-
national Monetary Policy of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices, who is very knowledgeable about
the world debt issue and a great leader
on that issue.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I am enormously proud as a
Jew at this moment of the government
of Israel and Ehud Barak. We are see-
ing on the part of the government of
Israel an enormous outreach unlike
what any victor in a war has ever done
towards those it was forced to fight.

I am therefore pleased that this bill
funds at the requested level money for
those who are trying to make peace in
the Middle East.

Precisely for that reason, I am very
sad that I must morally vote against
the bill. I am confident that in the end
a bill will pass which will fund fully
the needs of those in the Middle East,
including Israel and this enormously
courageous leadership of Ehud Barak.

But I do not see how we can be asked
to vote for a bill which at this point
condemns countless hundreds of thou-
sands of innocent children to death by
starvation and disease which is avoid-
able.

We debate often in this Chamber
about measures, the outcomes of which
we cannot be sure. We debate about
things which can be uncertain, things
which are complex. Sometimes things
are simple and important. Millions of
children and other vulnerable people in
Africa and Latin America and in Asia,
in the poorest countries in the world,
literally the poorest countries in the
world, go without food, go without
sanitation, go without basic medical
costs, partly because of policies for
which we are responsible, because in
the exigencies of the Cold War we lent
money to thugs and crooks, uncon-
cerned about how they spent it.

Now the poorest people in the world,
poor children and poor elderly and sick
people, are being made to pay that
back. The price of their paying it back
is absolute, unremitting, degrading
poverty leading to death.

In this Nation, the wealthiest Nation
in the history of the world, we are cre-
ating wealth at a pace unparalleled in
the history of the world. A relatively
small amount of money in terms of
this budget, several hundred million
dollars, could alleviate untold
sufferings.

For this House, with the money we
spend in so many other places, for us to
deny to the poorest people in the world
the debt relief which the administra-
tion has asked for and which has been

worked out is the cruelest single act of
public policy I can recall in 20 years.

I implore the House not to ratify this
most callous refusal to alleviate untold
sufferings, which we could do.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I might just briefly respond, Mr.
Chairman, and remind the gentleman
from Massachusetts that during my
tenure as chairman of this committee
we have created the child survival ac-
count, which this year contains more
than $800 million to do precisely what
the gentleman from Massachusetts
wants.

We have no problem with the destina-
tion that the gentleman seeks. It is
like standing in this room and saying
we want to get to that corner. The gen-
tleman thinks maybe we ought to go to
the left, which is the gentleman’s par-
ty’s view. I think that maybe we
should go to the right.

But we are trying to do precisely the
same thing, and that is what the child
survival account does, it provides for
starving children, it provides for the
sick, it provides educational opportuni-
ties in these poor countries. It does it
directly, primarily through private vol-
unteer organizations, not going
through some dictator or corrupt presi-
dent. It does it precisely the right way.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I would simply say to the
gentleman that debt relief is an impor-
tant part of that because otherwise the
money goes in one pot and out the
other.

For all of the volunteer organizations
which the gentleman cites and which I
am glad he is working with, for all of
them, their highest priority is the debt
relief, which is unfunded in this bill.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, if
they understood that the only way we
could get the money under the alloca-
tion would be to take it away from the
monies we are giving to them, they
would change their minds.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
NADLER).

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I agree that there are
many deficiencies with this bill, par-
ticularly the ones that have been cited
by some of my Democratic colleagues:
the lack of adequate funding for debt
relief, the lack of adequate funding for
AIDS, the 32 percent below requested
funding for development in Asia and
Africa, family planning cut 29 percent
below requested levels.

We are acting as if we have to enact
an austerity budget, and perhaps that
was dictated by the budget resolution,
in a time of huge and unprecedented
surpluses.

These considerations would ordi-
narily lead me to say we ought to vote
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against the bill. But this bill comes at
a particular time right now. This bill
comes at a time when there are very
sensitive negotiations which may de-
termine whether there is major warfare
in the Middle East or whether a peace
agreement finally ends the 100 Years
War.

The aid for Israel and Egypt is locked
into this bill. I very much fear that if
this House today were to vote against
this bill, it would send the wrong sig-
nal to the Palestinian negotiators, a
signal of wavering support for Israel
which might make the Palestinian ne-
gotiators even more rigid and less will-
ing to make the necessary com-
promises to reach a peaceful settle-
ment than they have thus far shown
themselves to be.

The Israelis have shown themselves
willing to make very far-reaching com-
promises. So far the Palestinians have
been rigid. They have to make com-
promise positions if there is going to be
an agreement and not an explosion.

For that reason, I do not want to
send the wrong signal to them that
could be misunderstood as wavering
support for Israel. Therefore, I will
vote for this bill today, but I want to
make it very clear that if the defi-
ciencies in funding for the Asian and
African family planning and other ac-
counts are not fixed as this bill goes
through the conference, I may very
well vote against the conference report
when it comes back here. If the Presi-
dent should decide that he has to veto
this bill, I will certainly vote to sus-
tain the veto.

But today, with the Camp David ne-
gotiations going on, today is the wrong
time to send a signal that could be mis-
interpreted and that could deleteri-
ously affect the chances for peace in
the Middle East. Today I urge my col-
leagues to vote for this bill, for the mo-
ment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the
very distinguished ranking member of
the full committee.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I see
things quite differently than the gen-
tleman who just spoke. What I find
amazing about this bill is that just the
increase in the budget for the Depart-
ment of Defense over the last 18
months, just the increase, is larger
than the entire foreign aid assistance
bill which we are debating today.

Foreign aid as a percentage of our
national budget is less than 1 percent.
This bill fully meets our responsibil-
ities to our national interests in the
Middle East. We understand that. The
problem is that we are not a third-rate
power who only has to worry about one
part of the world. We have obligations
to our interests in Africa, in Asia, in
Latin America, as well as the Middle
East.

While this bill is a full policy for the
Middle East, it shreds our ability to de-
fend our interests in Latin America, in
Africa, and to a lesser extent, in Asia.

For that reason, it would be a horren-
dous mistake for us to vote for this bill
until we have met our responsibilities
to ourselves in each of the regions of
the world.

It would also be a mistake to vote for
this bill until we provide a recognition
of reality through debt relief. Debt re-
lief is no great gift that we are going to
be giving to the Third World, these are
debts that are totally uncollectible.
They were incurred by governments
that were national disgraces and inter-
national jokes.

We gave debt relief to the tune of bil-
lions of dollars to the new regime in
Poland because we understood that was
the only way for that economy to re-
vive, for that society to revive after
the communists had run that country
into the ditch.

The same is true many times over for
many of these African and Latin Amer-
ican countries. We will never have
markets for our own products in Afri-
ca, in Latin America, until we create
the same economic conditions that we
created in Eastern Europe through
debt relief that was provided there.

This country has also provided very
large debt forgiveness for Israel, it has
provided very large debt relief for
Egypt. Now we are being asked to treat
the poorest countries in the world, the
same countries who have no capacity
to pay back that debt, the same way. If
we do not act, we will assure even
greater numbers of deaths through the
pandemic problem of AIDS that we now
face on the continent of Africa.

We need to get real. Eventually we
will, and when we do, this bill will be
worth supporting. Until then, because
of the limitations imposed on the com-
mittee, it does not contain the re-
sources necessary for us to defend ei-
ther our interests or our moral obliga-
tions around this planet.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. CROWLEY).

(Mr. CROWLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of the fiscal year 2001
foreign operations appropriations bill. I
would like to associate myself with the
remarks made by the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. LOWEY).

Although I understand and share the
concerns of many of my Democratic
colleagues, such as the level of debt re-
lief or lack thereof, the global gag rule,
the lack of funding for HIV-AIDS, and
the funding shortfall in general, de-
spite all that, I feel that it is impor-
tant to keep this legislation moving
forward and address these concerns in a
House-Senate conference.

There are a number of important ini-
tiatives in this legislation which I re-
quested and that are critical to U.S. se-
curity. This legislation includes a $5.4
million increase for the International
Fund for Ireland, and a recommenda-
tion that Project Children receive
$250,000 to help support their good
works.

I would also like to thank the com-
mittee for including $10 million for
microbicide research.

Finally, I would like to thank the
committee for working with me to in-
clude language urging Arab states to
establish full diplomatic relations with
Israel.

I would like to extend my gratitude
to the chairman, the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN), the ranking
member, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI), and my good
friend, the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. LOWEY), for assisting me in
including these initiatives.

While I support this legislation, I
would ask that the chairman address
the concerns raised by my colleagues
and myself when this legislation goes
to conference. We will all be watching
to see that additional funding is added.
I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of the
FY 2001 Foreign Operations Appropriations
bill.

Although I understand and share the con-
cerns of many of my Democratic colleagues, I
feel that it is important to keep this legislation
moving forward and address these concerns
in a House-Senate Conference.

I, too, am concerned about the low level of
funding for debt relief for the heavily indebted
poor countries, the low level of funding for
international infectious diseases, especially
HIV/AIDS, and I am especially concerned
about the low overall funding level of this leg-
islation, which is about twelve percent less
than the President’s request.

Like many of my colleagues, I am also un-
happy that the so called compromise language
from last year’s Omnibus legislation placing a
‘‘gag rule’’ on international healthcare pro-
viders was included in this legislation. This
language represents an unnecessary rider,
which the Republican leadership stated should
not be included in appropriations bills. I will
speak more on this issue when it is debated
later.

However, there are a number of important
initiatives in this legislation, which I requested,
and that are critical to US security.

I would like to thank Chairman CALLAHAN,
Ranking Member NANCY PELOSI, and Rep-
resentative LOWEY for assisting me in includ-
ing these important initiatives.

This legislation includes a $5.4 million in-
crease for the International Fund for Ireland
(IFI). The IFI was established as an inde-
pendent, international organization 1986 and
receives contributions from the United States,
the European Union, Canada, Australia and
New Zealand. The objectives of the Fund are
to promote economic and social advance and
to encourage contact, dialogue and reconcili-
ation between Unionists and Nationalists in
the North of Ireland and the border counties of
the Republic of Ireland.

This funding is of critical importance at this
juncture in the Northern Ireland Peace Proc-
ess.

Additionally, the Committee has included a
recommendation that Project Children receive
$250,000 to help support their work. Project
Children brings Irish children from a range of
ages to spend six weeks in the U.S. Some-
times a Protestant child joins a Catholic child
in the same home with remarkably positive re-
sults. In addition, the program brings college
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students to the United States through its
‘‘Young Leaders’’ program and places them in
internship positions in local organizations. A
number of U.S. Representatives have taken
Project Children Young Leader interns into
their offices and homes.

With these additional funds, the true bene-
fits of a lasting peace in the North of Ireland,
economic prosperity and equal opportunity,
will receive a much-needed boost.

I would also like to thank the Committee for
including $10 million for microbicide research
and instructing USAID to work in consultation
with the National Institutes of Health to ensure
microbicide research and development takes
into consideration the special circumstances of
drug delivery in developing nations.

As many of you know, microbicides are
user-controlled products that kill or inactivate
the bacteria and viruses that cause STD’s and
HIV/AIDS and would fill a gap in the range of
prevention tools because they are woman-
controlled and could protect against various
STD’s, not just HIV. Microbicide products, it is
hoped, will provide women in developing
countries with a cheap, effective alternative to
prevent the spread of STD’s. Issues such as
a lack of refrigeration, cultural and educational
barriers, and a lack of access to medical facili-
ties need to be considered carefully if
microbicides are used effectively in developing
nations. This funding will help ensure the spe-
cial needs of developing nations are met with
respect to microbicide research.

I would also like to thank the Committee for
working with me to include language updating
the Arab League Boycott language, urging
Arab states to establish full diplomatic rela-
tions with Israel. Israel has existed for more
than 50 years and has earned the right to be
treated as a full member of the international
community.

Once again, I would like to extend my grati-
tude to Chairman CALLAHAN, Ranking Member
PELOSI and to my good friend Congress-
woman LOWEY for their assistance, as well as
the rest of the Committee.

While I will support this legislation, I ask that
you address the concerns raised by my col-
leagues and myself when this legislation goes
to Conference.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY), the co-chair of the Congres-
sional Women’s Caucus.

b 1745

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI) for yield-
ing me the time and for her leadership
on this bill and on some of the issues
before this Congress.

This bill vastly underfunds the AIDS
prevention program and debt relief for
the world’s poorest countries and un-
dermines our commitment to inter-
national family planning.

The President pledged a multiyear
U.S. commitment for debt relief, which
this bill guts. It also drastically
underfunds international family plan-
ning 30 percent below the President’s
request. Every day we in government
face problems for which there is no so-
lution, like global warming, the AIDS
crisis, Parkinson’s disease, but family

planning presents a different challenge,
we know what to do.

Mr. Chairman, we know what the an-
swer is, all we need is the funds and the
political will to get the job done. In-
creasing international family planning
to the President’s request by 30 percent
more would allow 11.7 million more
couples to have access to family plan-
ning. It would also mean 2.2 million
fewer abortions, and it would save the
lives of more than 15,000 women and
92,000 infants.

Earlier this year, many of us intro-
duced a bill called Saving Women’s
Lives Through International Family
Planning, we had over 122 cosponsors.
We asked this Congress to go ‘‘Back to
the Future,’’ back to 1995 funding lev-
els for family planning and meet the
budget requests of the President. We
asked for this money without restric-
tions.

Gag rules are enough to make us gag
in our own country. The gag rule would
be unconstitutional around the world.
It is unconscionable.

This budget before us is far short of
going back to the future. This bill also
exports one of the worst policies, the
gag rule language that is unconstitu-
tional in our own country.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to join in a bipartisan effort to strike
this terrible antidemocratic,
antiwoman, antifairness language, the
gag rule out of the bill, it hurts some
of the poorest women and countries in
the world.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my good friend from California (Ms.
PELOSI) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I will be offering a bi-
partisan amendment on behalf of the
gentleman from New York, (Mr.
HOUGHTON), the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA), the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL), the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS),
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
LUTHER) and the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST), to plus up
by $15 million the microenterprise
loans for the poor. This will be offset
with $15 million in cuts.

We will probably hear some screams
and some squeals from the bureaucrats
or from big business, but I think we
have a moral obligation to hear the
cries of the poor of those in poverty, of
those in Third World nations where the
microenterprise loan for the poor of $16
or $60 can lift people out of poverty.

I hope my colleagues will vote for
this for three reasons: One, these pro-
grams work. Secondly, they go to peo-
ple in poverty, mostly women. Thirdly,
they go to start small businesses.

Mr. Chairman, I hope we can pass
this to get this $15 million up to the
approved authorization level.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. GEJDENSON), the very dis-
tinguished ranking member of the
Committee on International Relations.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI) for yielding the
time to me and ask my colleagues to
look back at the oath of office they
took when they were sworn in here.

Mr. Chairman, it speaks of all the en-
emies, foreign and domestic. It says we
need to fully discharge our duties. And
in the Constitution, it talks about our
defense and general welfare.

I would submit to the body that if we
pass this bill, we are doing neither;
that our responsibilities here not sim-
ply out of the goodness of our heart
and concern for the poorest people on
this planet is not being met by this leg-
islation, but what is in the best inter-
ests of the security of the United
States is not being met. Whether it is
the fight for AIDS and the opportun-
istic illness that has come to this coun-
try for people infected with AIDS in
Africa and elsewhere, that come back
in and not only takes the lives of
Americans, but also increases the costs
of the cure; TB that could once be
cured for $2,000 per case is now $20,000
or $200,000 in some cases.

Together we need to reject this bill
so that we fully discharge our respon-
sibilities so this great Nation can do
the job that it must do for all the peo-
ple in this world that look to us for
leadership and for the American citi-
zenry who depend on our responsibil-
ities here to do a job that protects
them, that furthers America’s interests
in every continent, not simply in one
region of the world.

We need to do what is right. I know
the chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN) understands that. The only way
to get to that point is to join the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI)
and reject this proposal and force this
institution to address the responsibil-
ities fully as our oath demands.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) who has been a
leader in the fight against global AIDS.

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to thank the
ranking member, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI), for her
leadership and commend her for the
continued effort and tenacity in trying
to make sure that we have a fairness
on this floor in terms of our services to
foreign countries.

Mr. Chairman, leadership is the oper-
ative word here today, and because of
that, I will say to this body, if we are
leaders, then please lead. Be leaders
and be responsible for those things that
we were sent here to do. It is uncon-
scionable to me to see the most power-
ful country in this world reneging on
children and women.
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Some of the poorest countries in this

world are suffering and here we are op-
posing the administration budget for
$244 million for HIV and AIDS. It is a
pandemic in Africa; we know that. You
knew that. We know the 50 million peo-
ple who have been infected with HIV
and AIDS.

Why is it that my colleagues are
minimizing the efforts that have been
brought about with people throughout
Africa in trying to combat this very
critical infectious disease? I urge my
colleagues to oppose this legislation. It
is unconscionable. It is immoral. It is
inconceivable.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON).

(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas asked and was given permission
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, let me express
my appreciation for the hard work of
the chairman, the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN) and the ranking
member, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI), I am displeased
with what has come.

Mr. Chairman, I fully respect what
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN) has done in portions of this bill.
I fully understand why it is important
to support the Middle East and the
peace deliberations. But we cannot af-
ford to come here day after day and ig-
nore the poorest people of the world,
while we have a pandemic going on in
Africa and Asia with AIDS. If we think
that is going to stay in Africa, we are
in for rude awakenings.

The life expectancy is moving to year
30. Can my colleagues imagine any
country, any nation that has a life ex-
pectancy of 30, and we are willing to
walk away and simply say we just do
not have the money when we know
that we do?

We can save Social Security. We can
do the right thing about Medicare pre-
scription drugs and still send some aid,
the appropriate aid as frugal as is re-
quested by the President, and we have
ignored that. Let us vote against this
and do it right.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from New York (Mr. MEEKS).

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, there is a saying in the church
that I go to ‘‘to whom much is given,
much is required.’’ This is supposed to
be the greatest Nation, the most afflu-
ent Nation on the face of the planet
Earth, in the history of the planet
Earth. Yet, why is it when it comes to
us delivering to those who need the
most, we find excuses not to do it.

When I heard the distinguished chair,
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN) talking in his opening state-
ments, I heard excuses of why we could
not help those who need help. People in
this House have traveled to Africa, and
when they go to Africa they say, oh,
what a shame, how bad it is, oh, this is

pitiful. Yet when it comes time when
we can do something about it, and for-
eign operations is that time, we find
excuses not to do anything about it.

It is time that we stop making ex-
cuses, put our money where our
mouths are and do the right thing and
give the money where it is needed and
that is in the continent of Africa.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. SANCHEZ).

(Ms. SANCHEZ asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I want
to begin by thanking our chairman, the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN) and also our ranking member,
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI) for crafting this bill. They
have had a difficult task.

Mr. Chairman, I am very concerned
with the overall deep cuts to the bill
and the disproportionately hurt Afri-
can and Latin American countries, and
I hope that when we send this bill to
conference, we can fix some of that.

I would like to thank the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI) for
implementing legislation I introduced
last year about Professor Doan Viet
Hoat. A journalist and university pro-
fessor, Mr. Hoat spent nearly a third of
his life in a Vietnamese prison for his
efforts to bring freedom of the press
and democracy to his native land.

It is a rare individual who is willing
to sacrifice their own personal freedom
for the sake of their fellow man, and
when we find such a person, it is impor-
tant for us in Congress to acknowledge
and recognize their achievement and
the purpose of their struggle.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS),
the ranking member on the Sub-
committee on Domestic and Inter-
national Monetary Policy and a cham-
pion on international debt relief.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to thank the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI) for the terrific
work that she has done as the ranking
member. She has taken on a tremen-
dous responsibility and helped to orga-
nize us all. The foreign operations ap-
propriations bill is scandalously under-
funded.

The entire region of sub-Saharan Af-
rica has been ignored and abandoned by
the Republican leadership in this bill.
The African Development Bank’s fund-
ing was cut by almost 25 percent below
its current funding level and 50 percent
below the administration’s request.

The African Development Fund was
cut 28 percent below its current level
and $56 million below the administra-
tion’s request. As the ranking member
of the Subcommittee on Domestic and
International Monetary Policy of the
House Banking Committee, I know how
important these programs are.

Development assistance programs
that benefit Africa have also been un-
derfunded. International disaster sys-

tem was cut from $203 million to $165
million, barely a few months after
floods ravaged Southern Africa. I am
especially outraged by the lack of
funding for debt relief.

The bill contains only $82.4 million
for debt relief with only $69.4 million of
which can be used to forgive the debt of
the world’s poorest countries. While
HIV/AIDS epidemic continues to ravish
sub-Saharan Africa; while the impover-
ished nation of Mozambique attempts
to rebuild itself after it was nearly de-
stroyed by devastating floods; while
Nigeria scuttles to overcome the im-
pact of years of dictatorship; while
Tanzania, Zambia, Niger, Nicaragua,
Honduras and Uganda continue to
spend more of their budgets on debt
service payments than they do on
health and education combined, the
Republican leadership is turning a deaf
ear.

b 1800
Shame on the failed Republican lead-

ership.
It is hard for me to imagine how

Members of Congress who claimed to
be faithful, God-fearing leaders of fami-
lies and communities can reject the
most impoverished and vulnerable peo-
ple in the world.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
shameful bill, send it down the drain.
Do not vote for it. It is outrageous.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PAYNE), who is a senior member
on the Committee on International Re-
lations to close.

(Mr. PAYNE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 4811, the Foreign Op-
erations Appropriations bill for fiscal
year 2000. This bill will significantly
hamper our ability to compete in the
international community. Unfortu-
nately, this budget provides inadequate
resources for discretionary invest-
ments.

I am very concerned about the Africa
accounts which cuts the African Devel-
opment Fund, the Development Fund
for Africa, the Africa Development
Bank, and the Peacekeeping Initia-
tives.

The bill underfunds the office of tran-
sition initiatives in Nigeria. It cuts
economic support funds by $2.3 billion,
international debt reduction by $180
million, African Development Bank by
$3 million, HIV/AIDS under Child Sur-
vival by $42 million, and Peacekeeping
to Sierra Leone, Congo and Eritrea-
Ethiopia by $16 million.

Presently there is a meeting going on
in Durban, South Africa, hosted by
President Mbeki, where one out of four
individuals in certain countries may
die from AIDS. This bill reduces the
global alliance for vaccines and immu-
nizations by 25 percent. It is wrong. It
is shameful. We should reject this bill.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.
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Mr. Chairman, let me start off by

telling the Chair what a magnificent
job he has done for the last several
years in presiding over this Committee
of the Whole. He is a complement to
the system, and certainly his under-
standing of the rules and procedure and
his manner helps make a very difficult
job a little bit easier.

Under the rules of our side, this will
be my last year as chairman of this
committee. This is the sixth time I
have come before this body and asked
for their support in a bill that I have
drafted. It is sort of sad in a way that
I leave it. On the other hand, I am opti-
mistically looking forward to the hope
that the chairman of our full com-
mittee will award me a cardinalship of
another committee, one that probably
will not be as difficult as this one has
been.

But during this process, Mr. Chair-
man, Charlie Flickner, John Shank,
Chris Walker, Nancy Tippins, Lori
Maes, and Julie Schechter on my side
of the aisle have been invaluable.

Before I became chairman, I was a
member of this subcommittee. But I
will assure my colleagues that I knew
very little because, back then, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) was
the ranking Democrat and chairman of
this subcommittee, and the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. Livingston) was
the ranking Republican, and I was the
back bencher who was not allowed
hardly to say anything. But on the
other hand, I did not want to say any-
thing.

So I had not done my homework, and
suddenly one morning I woke up as
chairman of this very important com-
mittee. So the educational process that
these great individual staffers have
given to me is invaluable, and I am ex-
tremely indebted to them.

Not only to those staff people on my
side of the aisle, but on the other side
of the aisle, Mark Murray and John
Stivers as well as the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI) have been
extremely courteous to me during this
entire process.

We have had great differences. We
are having great differences tonight.
But nevertheless, there has always
been the true friendship that now ex-
ists between me and the staff members
on both the Republican side and the
Democratic side as well as my sub-
committee members and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
my ranking member of the sub-
committee.

It has been an interesting trip, and I
think that we ought to go ahead and
expedite this trip. Maybe during all of
these opportunities we have to praise
each other, we might even agree to
some unanimous consent to limit de-
bate since I think I have written the
perfect bill. If we could just limit de-
bate, all the Members could go home.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from California.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished chairman for yield-
ing to me.

I want to speak for my colleagues in
commending the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN) for his leadership
as chair of this subcommittee. While
we may not have always agreed on the
particular priorities, he has always
been a gentleman and has always wel-
comed our input into the process.

I know that, at the end of this bill,
and as we come back with the con-
ference report, if we do, there will be
more time for us to praise him and
wish him well, as the ranking member
of some other committee perhaps. That
was a joke, Mr. Chairman.

In any event, in addition to all of the
very fine staff that was acknowledged,
who are acknowledged by the chair-
man, I want to add Beth Tritter,
Charles Dujon, Kim Rudolph, Alan
Dillingham, and Will Painter for their
fine service to this process as well and
associate myself with the remarks that
the gentleman from Alabama (Chair-
man CALLAHAN) made about the other
staff members and how dependent we
are in a very bipartisan way on their
service.

But I think I have the best chairman
on the Committee on Appropriations,
and he and the big chairman have al-
ways dealt fairly with us. We are going
to miss the gentleman from Alabama
(Chairman CALLAHAN), Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I know
we will see the gentleman from Ala-
bama somewhere else along the way, so
I wanted to commend him in that spir-
it.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I suppose the appro-
priate thing to say is I am going to
miss the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. PELOSI), too; but I do not know
that I really am going to miss her in
this capacity. But I do appreciate what
she has given to me in the form of
friendship, in the form of intelligence,
the great contributions she has made.

I am sort of like the country singer
David Allan Coe. Once he said he had
thought he had written the perfect
song. The gentlewoman from California
says there will be an opportunity for us
to praise each other sometime later on
in the process, but I, like David Allan
Coe, think that I have written the per-
fect bill. I think there is a good possi-
bility that the Senate may just accept
my bill, Mr. Chairman, and there
might not be a conference; and, there-
fore, we will not have these opportuni-
ties.

But, nevertheless, to our colleagues
who are listening, as we go into the
rest of this bill, I would encourage my
colleagues to look at what we have
done, and that is, the fact that we have
drafted the best bill that we possibly
could draft under the circumstances of
the allocations that forced this to this
point.

I know there are some people who
differ from me. The gentlewoman from
California (Ms. SANCHEZ) a few minutes
ago was talking about a lack of atten-
tion to Latin America. Surely she jests
because, under my chairmanship, we
have quadrupled assistance to Latin
America. Just in the last 3 years, we
have given them nearly $3 billion.

I had to fight this administration
tooth and nail, with the support from
the gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
PELOSI) to get them to recognize that
another country exists in this hemi-
sphere other than Haiti. We even put
restrictions in our bills saying one can
spend all the money one wants in
Haiti, but one has to spend 10 times
that amount in other countries in
Latin America.

So we have been the biggest sup-
porters of Latin America trying to
pound into the head of this administra-
tion the importance of our neighbors to
the south. I think they have finally
come around, and they are finally be-
ginning to recognize that assistance to
Latin America and South America is
just as important as it is to the Middle
East and to Africa.

So we have done a great deal of good,
I think, towards convincing this ad-
ministration that other countries exist
in this hemisphere that need assistance
such as Bolivia, Honduras, Nicaragua,
all of the Latin American countries.

I am proud that we have brought to
this floor a bill which reflects the best
that can be arranged for the allocation
we have. I would encourage my col-
leagues to support the bill.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to commend the Committee for maintaining
strong conditions on U.S. military aid for Indo-
nesia based on the situation in East Timor. I
would particularly like to recognize and thank
the Ranking Member on the Subcommittee on
Foreign Operations. Mrs. PELOSI, for her lead-
ership and actions in support of the people of
East Timor.

I also applaud Chairman CALLAHAN and
Ranking Member PELOSI for increasing to $25
million the amount of Economic Support
Funds (ESF) targeted for the rebuilding of
East Timor. I also hope that the United States
will continue its policy of consulting directly
with the communities and people of East
Timor on reconstruction projects and employ-
ing, to the maximum extent possible, East
Timor on reconstruction projects and employ-
ing, to the maximum extent possible, East
Timorese in these projects.

Like so many of the colleagues, however, I
remain deeply concerned about the situation
in East Timor. More than 100,000 refugees
from East Timor who were forcibly removed
from their country in December 1999 remain
trapped in squalid camps in the neighboring
Indonesian province of West Timor. They suf-
fer daily intimidation, harassment and acts of
violence from the Indonesian-supported mili-
tias that control the camps. International hu-
manitarian organizations, such as the Inter-
national Committee of the Red Cross and the
U.N. High Commissioner on Refugees
(UNHCR), have been forced to abandon their
work in many of these camps because of acts
of violence perpetrated by against their work-
ers.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 06:37 Jul 13, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00055 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\K12JY7.133 pfrm02 PsN: H12PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5902 July 12, 2000
Also disturbing are the continuing cross-bor-

der attacks being carried out by the Indo-
nesian-supported militias. Based and freely
operating in the Indonesian province of West
Timor, militias launch attacks against East
Timor and against the United Nations peace-
keeping forces in East Timor. These attacks
must stop. The militias must be disarmed. And
West Timor must cease being a safe haven
for these paramilitary forces.

The Government of Indonesia has pledged
to improve conditions in the camps and, for
any refugee who wishes to return, to guar-
antee their safe return. It has pledged to re-
move the militias from the camps and stop the
cross-border attacks. To date, these pledges
are just empty words. They have not trans-
lated into concrete actions on the ground in
West Timor. Until these refugees are safely
returned to their homeland, the U.S. must
maintain restrictions on U.S. military aid and
the Administration must maintain its suspen-
sion on all military-to-military relations. The
Government of Indonesia and its Armed
Forces, in particular, must understand the safe
return of these refugees is among our highest
priorities.

I am deeply disturbed to hear that the Ad-
ministration wishes to resume military-to-mili-
tary relations with the Armed Forces of Indo-
nesia (TNI). While conditions are worsening
for the East Timorese refugees in West Timor,
the Administration wants to include TNI offi-
cers and troops in training exercises, military
seminars, college courses, and to provide
spare parts and other technical assistance for
Indonesian military equipment. I can only urge
the Administration, in the strongest possible
terms, to refrain from taking such actions un-
less it wishes to see the restrictions in this bill
expanded to prohibit by law such military rela-
tions.

My distinguished colleague, Congressman
CHRISTOPHER SMITH of New Jersey, and I
have introduced a bill, H.R. 4357, the East
Timor Repatriation and Security Act, which,
among other things, would prohibit by law the
military relations voluntarily suspended by the
Administration in September 1999. Our bill
currently has over 50 bipartisan cosponsors.
We introduced our bill because we were in-
creasingly concerned about the deteriorating
situation of the refugees in West Timor; the
continuing militia attacks along the West Timor
and East Timor border; and the lack of con-
sultation with, participation by and employment
of East Timorese in reconstruction projects. I
am fully prepared to continue to press for
greater action on these issues as the foreign
operations appropriations bill moves toward
conference.

Mr. Chairman, it is very important that the
bilateral and multilateral aid going to East
Timor reach the people on the ground more
quickly. I have heard nothing but good things
about USAID projects in East Timor. We con-
sult with the East Timorese people. Our recon-
struction projects employ local workers, thus
contributing to the rehabilitation of the local
economy and the restoration of work and dig-
nity to the East Timorese. But a great deal of
the assistance is not showing up in the build-
ing of new homes and businesses, in the res-
toration of water systems, in electricity hook-
ups and schools being reopened. Where is it
going? I don’t know, Mr. Chairman, but it cer-
tainly is not reaching the communities and
people of East Timor.

I hope the State Department and our rep-
resentatives at the multilateral development
banks and at the United Nations will press our
allies to fulfill their commitments to provide as-
sistance for East Timor. I hope our represent-
atives and aid workers will press our allies and
the NGOs involved in rebuilding East Timor to
accelerate reconstruction projects and to make
sure aid reaches those who need it most, rath-
er than resting in the pockets of consultants
and high-salaried international officials.

I was in East Timor shortly before the his-
toric referendum on independence, which
means I was also there shortly before the hor-
rific outbreak of violence that devastated the
country. The international community and we
in the United States promised the people of
East Timor that we would support them in
their quest for freedom and independence
should they choose it at the ballot box. So far,
we have only let them down. Many of them
have died because we did not keep our word.
For all East Timorese, their lives have
changed for the worse with the physical de-
struction of their homes, businesses and com-
munities and the separation of families.

We must do better in the future. This bill
maintains the promise by this Congress to
hold accountable those who destroyed East
Timor and who forcibly removed the majority
of the population from their homes. We in
Congress must also hold the Administration
accountable and ensure that the suspension
on military-to-military relations is sustained.
And we must remain committed to the rebuild-
ing of East Timor and the ongoing process to
bring full independence to this tiny but coura-
geous country.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in oppo-
sition to the bill before us. I am particularly
disappointed that it allocates only a paltry
amount of money to aid and assist Lebanon at
a time when significant events have transpired
in that country in recent months.

In May, Israel withdrew the last of its troops
from south Lebanon. Prime Minister Barak
made a wise decision to withdraw from the
country his troops had occupied since 1977; it
will do much to improve the prospects of ne-
gotiating future peace accords in the Middle
East. The Administration has rewarded Israel
for its withdrawal, stating that $50 million of
Israel’s aid package for the coming year will
go to assist Israel as it redeploys its forces
along the Lebanese border. I do not oppose
this proposal. I would note, however, that
Israel’s total aid and assistance package pro-
vided by the bill before us is $2.9 billion. In-
cluding Wye funds allocated through the sup-
plemental appropriation, Israel will receive
$4.1 billion this year.

Mr. Chairman, Lebanon is in dire need of
assistance. The bill before us provides only
$18 million to Lebanon, which is an improve-
ment over last year’s figure, but is woefully in-
sufficient considering the changes that have
taken place in Lebanon. This spring alone, an
estimated $85 million in damage was inflicted
on Lebanese infrastructure as a result of
Israeli attacks. Lebanon has endured a pro-
longed civil war, foreign occupation, and an in-
flux of refugees. The Lebanese government
must have the ability to rebuild infrastructure
damage earlier this year, reestablish order and
the rule of law by civilian authorities in south
Lebanon, and prevent further bloodshed from
occurring along the Lebanese-Israeli border. I
believe a six-year, $300 million aid package
would be appropriate.

Mr. Chairman, Metro Detroit is the home of
nearly 220,000 Arab Americans, many of Leb-
anese descent. Many have come to the United
States since 1975, seeking to escape the
mayhem that so long gripped Lebanon. And
though these recent Lebanese immigrants
have become an integral part of Southeast
Michigan, they maintain a passionate love of
their homeland. They are hopeful that Leb-
anon will continue its efforts, begun at the
close of the civil war in 1990, to rebuild and
reclaim its place as a regional leader in fi-
nance and commerce.

Disputes between the Lebanese govern-
ment and Israel, and numerous militias in
south Lebanon and Israel, are still unresolved.
However, without stability in Lebanon, peace
is impossible, and without peace or stability it
is likely that renewed violence along the Leba-
nese-Israel border will occur.

Peace comes at a price, yet building a last-
ing, comprehensive peace in the Middle East
is a key foreign policy goal of our country.
American assistance to Lebanon at this time
would be a wise investment and work toward
fulfilling this goal. Clearly, Lebanon, a long-
troubled country, must be stable if a lasting
peace is ever to take root across the Middle
East.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to
clarify for the record that the bill language on
Kyoto, in Section 577 of this bill, which was
crafted in a bipartisan manner by my col-
leagues, myself, and Mr. KNOLLENBERG, is in
fact identical to the provision adopted on ap-
propriations bills for Energy and Water and
Agriculture, and essentially the same as the
provision on the VA/HUD and CJS bills.

However, I would like to clarify for the
record that some additional characterizations
of the provision, both in remarks made on the
floor during deliberation of the Agriculture ap-
propriations bill, and as submitted to the
record on that bill, are not correct. They are in
direct conflict with the bipartisan agreement
that was crafted, and more importantly, with
the statutory language which is now in the Ag-
ricultural Appropriations bill and the other bills
I have listed, including the bill, Foreign Oper-
ations.

The assertion that activities allowed under
the language must be specifically authorized
in incorrect. In fact, that is not what the lan-
guage says. The language says that activities
otherwise authorized by law are not subjected
to any of the restrictions that may be imposed
by the Kyoto proviso. There are many activi-
ties that the Administration engages in that fall
within generally authorized activities—activities
that are supported and funded by Congress in
a bipartisan fashion.

These types of activities include negotia-
tions, both formal and informal, for instance—
and many energy-saving programs that benefit
consumers and the economy. Some Members
on the other side of the aisle stated they have
no intention of disrupting these programs, or
the ability of the Administration to negotiate
the climate change treaty or to engage devel-
oping countries in a manner consistent with
Senate Resolution 98, for instance. And yet,
characterizations in the record that activities
must be specifically authorized in NOT re-
flected in the statutory provision that was
agreed upon and adopted. It is simply not cor-
rect.

There are many programs and activities that
are funded by the Congress, and carried out
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by the Administration, that are not ‘‘specifically
authorized’’ by Congress, but are authorized
under general provisions. Moreover, the U.S.
continues to implement its obligations under
the U.N. Framework Convention on Climate
Change, which was ratified by the U.S. with
the consent of the Senate. That is why the
language that is included in the bills that I
have listed—in Agricultural Appropriations, in
CJS, VA–HUD, Energy and Water, and now,
Foreign Operations—does not say that only
activities specifically authorized by law are al-
lowed. If such language were included, it
would bring a halt too many bipartisan sup-
ported programs and initiatives that this Con-
gress, and many others before it, have sup-
ported and funded.

I want to make clear, the language does not
preclude the regulatory and non-regulatory
programs that have bipartisan support and
that save money for businesses and con-
sumers, help the environment, and improve
public health. It does not prohibit the many
voluntary, non-regulatory programs and initia-
tives to reduce greenhouse gases—programs
that also reduce energy bills, improve the na-
tion’s energy security, and reduce local air pol-
lutants.

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Chairman, the
United States Government has consistently
placed African foreign policy on the back-burn-
er. As a result, economic stagnation, human
rights atrocities, and social and political unrest
have been perpetuating throughout the con-
tinent. Zimbabwe is the perfect opportunity for
U.S. intervention to have a positive impact in
Africa, and ensure the sustenance of a fair
and free democratic process.

President Robert Mugabe has seized 804
farms for immediate distribution and resettle-
ment. Violence has erupted throughout the na-
tion. Not only has he rejected rulings from the
independent judiciary, but he has enforced se-
vere restrictions on the opposition’s ability to
campaign for parliamentary seats. Mugabe is
using force to secure support and manipulate
the outcome of the legislative elections this
June.

The United States must play a proactive
role in Zimbabwe to ensure that legitimate
elections occur.

South African President, Thabo Mbeki, is
securing money from countries like Norway
and Saudi Arabia to purchase farms from will-
ing sellers for redistribution. Perhaps, we
should also look into a similar policy action
that may enable adequate distribution and
compensation of land. The European Union,
Commonwealth of Nation, Southern African
Development Community, and International
Republican Institute are all sending observers
to evaluate the legitimacy of the election on
June 25th. We must do our best to monitor
this entire process, and ascertain a com-
prehensive report on the events that are and
will transpire in Zimbabwe.

In addition, I believe that we should still con-
tinue to provide money to Zimbabwe for HIV/
AIDS programs to strengthen democracy, and
to raise living standards despite the corruption
that is occurring.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 4611, the Foreign Operations, Ex-
port Financing and Related Programs Appro-
priations Act for FY 2001. I’d like to thank
Chairman CALLAHAN and Ranking Member
PELOSI for once again including $13 million in
funding for the Tropical Forest Conservation
Act of 1998.

The Tropical Forest Conservation Act ex-
pands President Bush’s Enterprise for the
Americas Initiative—EAI—and provides a cre-
ative market-oriented approach to protect the
world’s most threatened tropical forests on a
sustained basis. It is a cost-effective way to
respond to the global crisis in tropical forests,
and the groups that have the most experience
preserving tropical forests—including the Na-
ture Conservancy, World Wildlife Fund, Con-
servation International and others—agree. The
Administration is strongly in support of this ef-
fort as well. It is an excellent example of the
kind of bipartisan approach we should have on
environmental issues.

Tropical forests harbor up to 90% of the
Earth’s terrestrial biodiversity. They act as
‘‘carbon sinks,’’ absorbing massive quantities
of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, there-
by reducing greenhouse gases. They regulate
rainfall on which agriculture and coastal re-
sources depend, which is of great importance
to regional and global climates. And they are
the breeding grounds for new drugs that can
cure diseases.

Sadly, since 1950, half of the world’s trop-
ical forests have been lost. Between 1980 and
1990, 30 million acres of tropical forests—an
area larger than the State of Pennsylvania—
were lost every year.

The Tropical Forest Conservation Act gives
the President authority to reduce or cancel
U.S. A.I.D. and/or P.L. 480 debt owed by an
eligible country to the United States in ex-
change for the creation of a fund in the local
currency that preserves, maintains, and re-
stores tropical forests.

Currently, three countries—Bangladesh,
Belize and Peru—have been declared eligible
by our government to participate in the Trop-
ical Forest Conservation Act. In March, the
President announced that the U.S. and Ban-
gladesh are discussing a Tropical Forest Con-
servation Act agreement to reduce up to $6
million of that country’s outstanding debt in ex-
change for its commitment to invest funds in
tropical forest conservation programs. This
would make Bangladesh the first country to
benefit from funding under the Act, and we are
hopeful that a final agreement will be reached
in the very near future.

Bangladesh’s tropical forests cover more
than three million acres, including an area that
is home to 400 endangered Bengal tigers, the
world’s largest single population. The area
also contains one of the largest mangrove for-
ests in the world, and it has wetlands of inter-
nationally-recognized importance. Bangladesh
is home to more than 5,000 species of plants,
compared to 18,000 in the United States,
which is 67 times its size. Clearly, a debt-for-
forests arrangement with Bangladesh could
play an important role in preserving endan-
gered species and protecting biodiversity, as
well as helping that struggling nation’s econ-
omy.

Seven other nations also have expressed
interest in participating in the program. These
countries are Ecuador, El Salvador, Thailand,
Indonesia, Paraguay, Costa Rica and the Phil-
ippines.

I commend Chairman CALLAHAN, Ranking
Member PELOSI and the members of the Sub-
committee for providing the necessary funds
to begin to implement this legislation that pre-
serves and protects important tropical forests
worldwide in a fiscally responsible fashion.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. When the reading for
amendment reaches section 587, that
section shall be considered read. Before
consideration of any other amendment
to that section, it shall be in order to
consider, and to dispose of, an amend-
ment to strike that section.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided the time for vot-
ing on the first question shall be a min-
imum of 15 minutes.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4811
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2001, and for
other purposes, namely:

TITLE I—EXPORT AND INVESTMENT
ASSISTANCE

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES

The Export-Import Bank of the United
States is authorized to make such expendi-
tures within the limits of funds and bor-
rowing authority available to such corpora-
tion, and in accordance with law, and to
make such contracts and commitments with-
out regard to fiscal year limitations, as pro-
vided by section 104 of the Government Cor-
poration Control Act, as may be necessary in
carrying out the program for the current fis-
cal year for such corporation: Provided, That
none of the funds available during the cur-
rent fiscal year may be used to make expend-
itures, contracts, or commitments for the
export of nuclear equipment, fuel, or tech-
nology to any country other than a nuclear-
weapon state as defined in Article IX of the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons eligible to receive economic or
military assistance under this Act that has
detonated a nuclear explosive after the date
of the enactment of this Act.

SUBSIDY APPROPRIATION

For the cost of direct loans, loan guaran-
tees, insurance, and tied-aid grants as au-
thorized by section 10 of the Export-Import
Bank Act of 1945, as amended, $825,000,000 to
remain available until September 30, 2004:
Provided, That such costs, including the cost
of modifying such loans, shall be as defined
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974: Provided further, That such sums
shall remain available until September 30,
2019 for the disbursement of direct loans,
loan guarantees, insurance and tied-aid
grants obligated in fiscal years 2001, 2002,
2003, and 2004: Provided further, That none of
the funds appropriated by this Act or any
prior Act appropriating funds for foreign op-
erations, export financing, or related pro-
grams for tied-aid credits or grants may be
used for any other purpose except through
the regular notification procedures of the
Committees on Appropriations: Provided fur-
ther, That funds appropriated by this para-
graph are made available notwithstanding
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section 2(b)(2) of the Export Import Bank
Act of 1945, in connection with the purchase
or lease of any product by any East Euro-
pean country, any Baltic State or any agen-
cy or national thereof.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. PELOSI

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. PELOSI:
Page 2, line 25, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(decreased by $1,000)’’.
Page 30, line 8, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $179,600,000).
Page 30, line 9, strike ‘‘: Provided’’ and in-

sert the following ‘‘, of which $179,600,000 is
designated by the Congress as an emergency
requirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985, as amended: Pro-
vided, That the $179,600,000 designated by this
paragraph shall be available only to the ex-
tent an official budget request that includes
designation of this amount as an emergency
requirement as defined in the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the
President to the Congress: Provided further’’.

Page 132, after line 12, insert the following:
TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS FOR

DEBT RESTRUCTURING
The following sums are appropriated, out

of any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes,
namely:

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

DEBT RESTRUCTURING

For an additional amount for ‘‘Debt Re-
structuring’’, $210,000,000 for a contribution
to the ‘‘Heavily Indebted Poor Countries
Trust Fund’’ of the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development (HIPC
Trust Fund): Provided, That the entire
amount is designated by the Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended: Provided further, That the entire
amount shall be available only to the extent
an official budget request, that includes des-
ignation of the entire amount of the request
as an emergency requirement as defined in
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is trans-
mitted by the President to the Congress. For
payment to the Heavily Indebted Poor Coun-
tries Trust Fund of the International Bank
for Reconstruction and Development, there
is authorized to be appropriated to the Presi-
dent $210,000,000 for fiscal year 2000.

Ms. PELOSI (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that my amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from California?

There was no objection.
Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-

serve a point of order on the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman re-
serves a point of order on the amend-
ment.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 3 hours and that the
time be equally divided.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, I did not even
really hear what the gentleman from
Alabama said.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentlewoman will yield, I ask for
unanimous consent that there be a
time limitation on this amendment
and all amendments thereto to close in
3 hours.

Ms. PELOSI. On this amendment?
Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, it

would yield 11⁄2 hours to the gentle-
woman’s side, or that the time be
equally divided.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to make sure I understood the
content of the proposal of the gen-
tleman from Alabama. Is it my under-
standing that the gentleman is asking
unanimous consent that all time re-
served for this particular amendment
only is 3 hours?

Mr. Chairman, under my reservation,
I yield to the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN).

Mr. CALLAHAN. No, it says and all
amendments thereto, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. PELOSI. Thereto to this par-
ticular amendment, having nothing to
do with any other amendments that
are related to this subject, Mr. Chair-
man?

Mr. CALLAHAN. That is correct.
Ms. PELOSI. That is correct. Okay.
Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res-

ervation of objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection

to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, and
posing a question to the gentleman
from Alabama, I am not clear. Is the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN) saying that it will be 3 hours
total for everything or just the Pelosi
amendment?

Mr. Chairman, under my reservation,
I yield to the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN).

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, it is
just the Pelosi amendment, 3 hours
equally divided between the two sides.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I withdraw my reservation of ob-
jection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman

from California (Ms. PELOSI) and a
Member opposed each will control 90
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee
and the distinguished chairman of the
full committee for their courtesy as we
go forward with this very important
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment adds
$210 million requested by the adminis-
tration for debt relief for fiscal year

2000 supplemental request and $179.6
million for fiscal year 2001. The amend-
ment, therefore, fully funds the pend-
ing request for debt relief before both
fiscal year 2000 and fiscal year 2001.
This is approximately a $390 million
amendment.

Approval of this amendment has now
become even more compelling in light
of the fact that the bill only contains
$82 million of the $472 million re-
quested for debt relief. We have been
working on the debt question in a very
positive way with the chairman in his
original mark where $221 million had
been provided and where contributions
to the HIPC Trust Fund had been au-
thorized.

We now find ourselves with only $82
million, which is not enough to remove
debt relief for Bolivia, which has been
imminent and awaiting a sufficient
United States contribution. In addi-
tion, Honduras, which was devastated
by a severe hurricane not long ago, will
be unable to consummate their debt re-
lief without additional funds. We have
talked already about Mozambique and
its readiness for debt relief.

b 1815

I regret that we have to use the
emergency designation for this amend-
ment, but I would point out that the
bill already contains $160 million in
emergency designation for the floods in
southern Africa as an emergency sup-
plemental funding. In addition, the
supplemental just passed contains over
$11 billion in emergency spending for
everything from soup to nuts.

It comes down to a matter of prior-
ities. I know that we will be hearing
from our colleagues about the urgency,
the specifics of the need for this debt
relief. This is part of an outside mobili-
zation that is ecumenical in nature, it
is worldwide in scope, and it is very,
very essential for us to heed.

As I said earlier, we are blessed in
this caucus with a very diverse mem-
bership. This House of Representatives
must hear what our membership is say-
ing. We are blessed with the intellec-
tual resources, the personal experi-
ences, the direct knowledge of the cul-
tures, the economies and the possibili-
ties of countries south of the equator.
The world does not stop at the equator,
and sometimes I think this body acts
as if it does. We must address these im-
portant economic needs in Africa and
in Latin America and we can do so by
the very important way of supporting
these funds for debt relief.

I will have more to say on this sub-
ject, Mr. Chairman, but I know that
many members of the caucus wish to
speak to this issue.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) seek to
control time in opposition?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) con-
tinues to reserve a point of order
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against the amendment, and the Chair
will assume that that point of order
will continue to be reserved through
the entire length of debate which has
been agreed to by unanimous consent.

Mr. CALLAHAN. That is correct, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) is recog-
nized for 90 minutes.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I think we all agree, Mr. Chairman,
that the World Bank and the regional
development banks have made a lot of
bad loans that cannot be repaid. There
are many decent and honorable people,
including the leaders of our churches,
who are asking Congress to support
forgiveness of these poor countries’
mountain of debt, and I commend them
and I want to work with them.

In fact, it is largely fiction that these
loans are being repaid right now. That
debt burden is one of the main causes
of poverty and of HIV/AIDS in many,
many poor countries is just not true. It
is not the only one. It is a fact that
these countries are forced to take out
new loans in order to pay back their
old loans. There is a vicious cycle of
ever-increasing unsustainable debt.

The debt left behind by bad loans is
mortgaging the future of these poor
countries and it should be forgiven by
those who made the bad loans. That is
why this committee decided some
years ago to make almost all of our
own foreign aid in the form of grants
and not loans. Worst of all, the chal-
lenge of dealing with this cycle of bad
debt exhausts the time and energy of
the capable men and women who lead
some of these countries.

Unbelievably, the British Govern-
ment is suggesting that HIPC apply to
the countries ruled by tyrants and dic-
tators, such as Sudan, Burma, and the
Congo. I know that this House does not
support helping such leaders. We all
agree that continuing this vicious
cycle of unsustainable debt makes no
sense. That is my mission, and I invite
others to join me in halting the accu-
mulation of new debt as fast as old
debt is paid off under this Heavily In-
debted Poor Country scheme.

Although this bill greatly improves
the accountability of the HIPC scheme,
almost everyone who has looked into
the administration’s original proposal
finds fault with it. It does not help
poor people obtain more health and
educational services. Indeed, it could
be detrimental towards benefits al-
ready being provided. In most cases,
the original HIPC scheme does not
even improve cash flow, a myth that
has been put into the minds of a lot of
good leaders of charitable organiza-
tions in our country and throughout
the world.

The existing HIPC scheme merely
bales out certain multilateral banks
and keeps their bond ratings high. This
plan is not increasing cash flow to
countries; it is going to bail out banks.

That is where the money that is being
requested is going, to give to banks
who have made bad loans.

In this country, if a bank makes a
bad loan, there is a mechanism and a
tax advantage encouraging it to write
off the bad loan. In fact, the FDIC re-
quires that they write off these bad
loans. But in the international commu-
nity, these multilateral banks that
have decided that there is a scheme
here whereby they can get people’s
sympathy by talking about the needs
of the poor, what they are saying is,
pay off these loans to our bank so we
can once again be solvent. Thus, we
will not have to write off these loans.

This is a message that has not gotten
through to the religious leaders that
have been convinced. It has not gotten
to those members who hear from their
pulpits of the church every Sunday
that we ought to be more compas-
sionate, I think they ought to take a
close look at what really is being pro-
posed and who is going to benefit.

I received a call just a few months
ago from some singer named Bono, B-
O-N-O, I do not know him, never heard
one of his songs, but he was very
knowledgeable and very compassionate
and very wanting of us to do something
for HIPC. I explained to him the GAO
report that was requested by many of
my colleagues on the Banking Com-
mittee which substantiates my argu-
ment that this is not going to help
poor people get better health and edu-
cation, that that is a myth, Mr. Chair-
man. It is not going to help poor peo-
ple, in many instances, because it sim-
ply is bailing out some of these multi-
national banks. It is not even bailing
out our bilateral aid. We have already
forgiven those loans. This money is
going to these multilateral banks,
these development banks, because they
have made bad loans.

Now let me tell my colleagues of an-
other myth about this scheme that has
been placed upon the American people
and the people worldwide who have
noble causes, Mr. Chairman. They want
to do what is right. They want to help
the sick. They want to help needy peo-
ple. No one denies that if that is what
this could accomplish, that is what we
would do.

First of all, let me just give a sce-
nario, Mr. Chairman. The scenario is
that these countries have borrowed
money. They have borrowed money
that the banks loaned to them, not
American banks, we are talking about
foreign banks have loaned these coun-
tries money and now they cannot pay
it back. So they are selling this myth,
this scheme, to the American people
and to people throughout the world.

And, incidentally, I forgot to tell my
colleagues that Mr. Bono now agrees
with me that the Banks and IMF ought
to be more responsible in this endeav-
or. And we will get to this endeavor in
just a few minutes.

But in any event, these countries are
not paying interest on this debt from
their own resources. They are not pay-

ing much principal on this debt, so it is
not going to create any substantial
cash flow. That is a myth. The prin-
ciple of the scheme that has led people
down this primrose path in expectation
of providing human service to poor peo-
ple is a myth. They are not denied
human services because they are pay-
ing interest. Poor people are not pay-
ing interest, they are not paying debt.
To the extent there nations are not
paying anything on the principal, there
is going to be no cash flow available to
these countries to provide services to
their people.

It is going to be a cleansing of their
books. So the leaders of these poor na-
tions are going to wake up one morn-
ing, because of the generosity of the
American and European people, if in-
deed we continue with this program,
and their nations are going to be
cleansed of debt. They are going to
rush to the same banks that have put
them in this position today and borrow
some more money.

And what are they going to do with
it? They are going to do like they did
in the country of Uganda, where Amer-
ica and Europe and worked out a debt
reduction for the country of Uganda.
The next week the president of that
country bought a Gulf Stream air-
plane, a jet, for his own personal use
that cost somewhere in the vicinity,
with all of the things that go with a
jet, of $50 million. So we got them out
of debt one day, we cleansed the slate,
and the next day they go right back
into debt because a president buys a $50
million Gulf Stream jet.

At least he had the brilliance to buy
it from an American firm, and I am
happy about that, but the point I am
trying to make is, if we do not put
some contingencies to this, then that
is what is going to happen in all of
these countries and, as a result, no
monies are going to be available to
help the very people that noble people
we are trying to help. There is going to
be nothing much available to help
them.

So, Mr. Chairman, we will talk later
on about this HIPC scheme, but I
would like to invite my colleagues to
get a copy of the GAO report. The GAO
report entitled ‘‘Debt Relief Initiative
for Poor Countries Faces Challenges,’’
was requested by the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services. Let
me tell my colleagues that the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE), the chairman and ranking
member of the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services, along with the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS)
and the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. WATERS), the chairman and rank-
ing member on the Subcommittee on
Domestic and International Monetary
Policy, sent to the GAO and they said,
listen, give us a report on the debt re-
lief initiative for poor countries who
face challenges. And much to their sur-
prise, the report comes back that says
much of what I am telling my col-
leagues; that we ought to take a better
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and longer look at the process we are
going through because we are not going
to accomplish any of the goals, or very
few at the least, of the goals.

No one in this House, no one in this
country will deny the opportunity
being given to assist poor people or to
assist starving people or to assist sick
people or uneducated people. This, in
my opinion, is not the right way to go.
We have still provided money in this
bill to begin the process, but to limit
the process by saying that they cannot
go right back into debt the next day.

I have discussed this with Secretary
Summers, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury of the United States. And in the
beginning they said, oh, no, no, no way.
Secretary Rubin told me there is no
way we could have any moratorium on
additional debt. But when Mr. Sum-
mers came on board and he looked at
what I was saying, and other people
started thinking about the responsi-
bility of this program, now Secretary
Summers agrees with me that there
possibly should be some restraints on
the ability of a nation to go right back
in certain kinds debt the day after
their debts are forgiven.

Let us not fool ourselves. None of us
would do this in our personal busi-
nesses, in our family lives, or in any
other scenario that exists in the world.
Nowhere should we allow these irre-
sponsible and sometimes corrupt lead-
ers the ability to borrow new monies
simply because the United States of
America and other countries are gen-
erous in their concern that people need
to be helped.

No one is contesting the need to be
helped. I am not saying that we should
not. I think we ought to take our lim-
ited amount of money and add to the
Child Survival Fund, because we know
child survival monies go directly to
needy people. But under our allocation
process we may even be forced to take
money away from direct child survival
to give it to some bank president who
has made a bad decision and free up the
books of a nation that is going to go
right back into debt the next day and
create the same position and posture
that we are in today.

b 1830

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, it was my intention at
this time to yield to my colleagues, but
I cannot resist. I must respond to the
remarks of the gentleman. With all the
respect that I have for him and know-
ing how important this issue is to so
many Members of this Congress and to
so many people in the religious com-
munity out there, I have to say, very
regretfully, that his comments do a
disservice to this debate.

This is not a scheme. This is a plan.
This is a plan that was very harshly
scrutinized and developed by the G–7 in
their debt proposal. That proposal is in
jeopardy now. Why is it in jeopardy?

Because the U.S. has not paid its share
of the tab 1 year after the promise.

Who is involved in this plan at the
grassroots level? Well, let us start with
the Vatican, His Holiness the Pope. Let
us reach out then to an ecumenical
movement, including Archbishop
Desmond Tutu, who has spoken and
traveled throughout the world pro-
moting this plan.

Desmond Tutu of South Africa stat-
ed: ‘‘The new moral crusade follows the
Biblical principle of Jubilee. In the
Bible it says, all belong to God. All
debts are forgiven in the Jubilee year.
Debtors make a new beginning.’’

What this is about, Mr. Chairman, is
an attempt on the part of people who
minister to the needs of poor people
throughout the world to alleviate pov-
erty, promote democratic freedoms,
and build markets for our products. In
the interest of meeting the needs and
lifting people up, there has to be some
way to pull away the crushing mantle
of this debt.

As our distinguished ranking Member
said earlier, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), it is nothing less
than we did for countries in Europe, in-
cluding Poland, following the Soviet
collapse, nothing less than that.

When we talk about this, we have to
speak about it in a spirit of a strict
plan. The IMF is not known for its pro-
grams that are soft on countries that
want to receive loans. There is a very
tough set of standards that these coun-
tries must live up to before they can
have their debts forgiven, and much of
it includes instituting budget austerity
and programs that meet the needs of
their people.

Our distinguished chairman makes a
good point when he asks why should we
forgive loans on the one hand and
make loans on the other. Well, simply
because many of these loans were in-
curred by previous regimes. The world
is changing. We all know that. And
these early stages of democracy in
these countries require that they be
lifted not only from the oppression of
the dictatorships but the oppression of
the loans that were taken out by those
dictators. So now we want to forgive
the loans.

The gentleman is simply not correct
when he says these people are not pay-
ing any of their debts. The bilateral
debts in many cases have a morato-
rium on repayment by some of these
countries. But the debts to the multi-
lateral banks still must be paid. So
that is the rub. Many of these coun-
tries are paying more for their debt
service than they are for education and
health in their own countries.

So while we may all agree that loan
forgiveness has to be done responsibly,
we have no quarrel with that. Of course
it must be done responsibly. And those
of us who fight for this funding insist
on that responsibility. We are not here
to talk about irresponsibility.

While we may all agree on that and
we would hope that the countries that
receive this debt relief all act respon-

sibly as well. An egregious example
that the chairman may wish to point
out, should not eliminate debt relief
for all the other countries.

Many of those countries have put the
reforms in place. They are ready for
the debt relief. They are ready to go
forward with their economic growth
that this debt forgiveness will engender
for them. But the U.S. are holding it
up.

So while I respect the difference of
opinion as to whether the amount of
money is enough or not, I point out
that $82 million is 20 percent of the
President’s request. It does not even
begin to meet the needs for FY 2000 and
2001.

So if we want to talk about priorities
and you say that that money is enough
and we say it is not, that is one thing;
but to denigrate this proposal which
has been negotiated at the highest
level, mobilized for, advocated for at
the grassroots level throughout the
world, and which is urgently needed, is
in my view, painfully and sadly a dis-
service to the debate.

There is a need out there. It is ur-
gent. It is great. We can speak to the
specifics of it, and that will happen in
this debate. But I would hope that the
tenor of our remarks would not be con-
descending to the leadership of these
countries who are trying their best to
get on their feet and help their people
and that it would not be dismissive of
the efforts of the religious commu-
nities, starting with His Holiness the
Pope and across the board.

I might just name some of the orga-
nizations that were with us this morn-
ing at a press conference: The Council
of Churches, the Catholic Relief Serv-
ices, the U.S. Catholic Conference, and
then many environmental groups, as
well, and then Oxfam, Bread for the
World, Jubilee 2000, which is the orga-
nizing group for this mobilization.

So I hope that the debate will be re-
spectful because it is with respect for
every person on this Earth that we are
going forward with this, with the need
for people to have their needs met and
to have children have some prospect of
a future, and that can begin by lifting
the burden of this debt.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I would encourage my
colleagues during this 3 hours of debate
on this issue, and I think we should de-
bate it and that is why I have not in-
sisted on my point of order at this time
but I still reserve that point, to take a
look at what the GAO reported in re-
sponse to the very question that is
being raised tonight. The very people
who asked for the GAO report thought
it would be positive, it came back neg-
ative; and now they are saying ignore
the report, ignore the responsibility we
have to the taxpayers of this country,
do it irresponsibly.

In this bill we provide $69 million to
start the process, but we restrict some
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of that assistance to the extent that
they must not borrow new money for a
certain period of time, 9 months in
some instances, 30 months in other in-
stances.

So we are not putting a veto on the
HIPC program. We are providing $69
million for the program, and in the
process we will be able to work out a
reasonable process where we can
achieve the same goal that these peo-
ple want.

The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. PELOSI) mentioned that the Pope
has come out in favor of this. Well, I
would like to tell the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI) that the
Pope is also against abortion. Does she
agree with the Pope on abortion? If so,
then we will not have the population
debates that no doubt will take place
later on in the bill.

I know what the Pope has said. I
think all ministers throughout the
world agree with the destination that
all of us are trying to seek. We all want
to get to the same point. But this is
not a responsible mechanism at this
time because it permits them to go
right back into debt and to squander
money and to put their country in the
same financial condition that they are
in today.

The GAO investigators confirmed
that the only way there would be sig-
nificant new resources for health and
education in poor countries would be if
these countries borrowed the money
through new loans from the multilat-
eral banks.

I mean, how more clear could it be
with the GAO report that the very pro-
ponents of this issue are advocating,
how clear could it be?

So what we have done in this bill is
to say that we are not going to cut di-
rect child survival assistance, direct
assistance to HIV/AIDS in Africa, we
are not going to cut from our alloca-
tion. Instead, we are going to give $69
million this year; and during the next
6 or 7 months, we can come up with a
more responsible plan that denies these
countries the opportunity to go right
back into debt as they did in the coun-
try that I mentioned a few minutes ago
and buy $50 million jets so they can
travel throughout the world, or to even
push some of this money into Swiss
banks.

So I am saying let us do it, but let us
do it responsibly; and let us make abso-
lutely certain that what we do goes to
the intended people that we want to
help. I do not know how more reason-
able someone could be.

The money is provided, the $69 mil-
lion, to pay our fair share for the next
6 or 7 months. And when they come up
with a responsible plan that will
achieve intended purpose of this proc-
ess, then we will give them some addi-
tional money. But to bail out some of
these multilateral banks should not be
our mission, and that is exactly what
we are doing under the proposal that is
before us.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 51⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS), the ranking member on the Sub-
committee on Domestic and Inter-
national Monetary Policy of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices and an expert on international
debt relief.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I am
again grateful to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI) for the
leadership that she is providing on the
whole issue of Africa but particularly
on this whole business of debt relief.

I am sorry that the chairman of the
committee is leaving the room. I wish
that he would stay, given some of the
comments that he has made.

First of all, let me take up the issue
that the chairman seems to be alluding
to: these irresponsible people in Africa,
they do not know how to handle their
money; we give them money and they
go out and they buy jets.

Well, I think we should reject that
kind of condescending description of
the problems of Africa. We do not hear
him talking about Poland. We do not
hear him raising questions about who
else flies jets. We do not hear anything
about Africa. We know what that is all
about. We are accustomed to that kind
of condescending accusations coming
to people of color. I do not like it. I
wish it would stop. And I do not appre-
ciate the fact that this is all that can
be talked about when we talk about
what we do or what we do not do for
Africa.

The fact of the matter is this country
met in the big G–8 summit and gave
leadership to the idea that we should
do something about forgiving debt. All
of the churches, organized religions of
the world, came together to talk about
Jubilee 2000 and put together a mag-
nificent program that included the
churches and organized religion and in-
cluded all the nongovernmental organi-
zations and they moved forward. And
this country made a commitment and
we led. And we have worked very hard
for debt relief; we have worked very
hard for debt forgiveness. And we
should forgive the debts of the most
vulnerable and the poorest countries of
the world.

First of all, they cannot afford to pay
it back. Some of them are starving
their children, not being able to pay for
education and health needs trying to
pay back this debt. And the interest
keeps piling up and piling up on this
debt. They will never get it paid, even
those countries that have gone under
structural adjustment and have done
well. We have allowed them to take
from their economy dollars that they
should be using for health and edu-
cation and comply with structural ad-
justment, and we still have not gone
back to help them in any appreciable
way.

But we find that the chairman does
not talk about the increases that they
did, foreign military financing pro-
gram, $60 million per year for the next

10 years. If they are so concerned about
how they spend the money and doing it
in a responsible way and making sure
that they set priorities, how do they
have money to increase the foreign
military financing program by $60 mil-
lion a year and try to do it for 10 years?
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I think this is outrageous. I think we
need to deal with it like it is. This is
Africa. Somehow it is less deserving.
Somehow the people of Africa and poor
people of the world in Central and
South America and in other places are
not worthy of debt relief or support.
They are worthy only of condescending
remarks that they cannot handle their
money, that they only use their money
to buy things they do not need.

We did not talk like that when we
talked about what we were going to do
when the Soviet Union broke up. We do
not talk about Russia that way. We do
not talk about Poland that way. And
we darn sure do not talk about Israel
that way. There is nothing worse than
a bully. There is nothing worse than
somebody who picks on the least of
these and the most vulnerable of these.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. WATERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, we began this debate
by saying that this was a bad bill, but
now the bad bill has become not only a
terrible bill but terrible disposition ex-
pressed by the majority about Africa
and its ability to handle the resources
associated with providing for what the
President of the United States has in-
dicated a threat to the national secu-
rity of the United States.

What this bill fundamentally says in
light of the gentleman’s disposition is
that lives in the Middle East somehow
are just a little bit different or a little
bit more precious than lives in Africa.
There are 5,000 Africans who are dying
every day associated with the AIDS
disease and the AIDS crisis. The export
earning potential that we passed, the
by-product of the Africa Growth and
Opportunity Act, the debt service is de-
signed to save health care and
reprioritize issues like education and
health care on sub-Saharan Africa’s
continent. That is what is so critical
indeed in this bill.

A number of my colleagues have
come to the floor of the Congress today
and said, yes, AIDS is a problem; yes,
all of these other problems exist in the
world, but what we have to recognize is
that a significant portion of this bill
confronts very critical negotiations
that are occurring at Camp David.
Well, I sure hope someone at Camp
David is talking about AIDS in Africa
because Time magazine, Newsweek
magazine, The Wall Street Journal,
The Washington Times, everyone has
said that the number one plague con-
fronting the world is AIDS on the con-
tinent of Africa and for this Congress
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to play a blind eye and to ignore that
fact is a disgrace. We ought to do some-
thing about it in this bill, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

To briefly respond to the remarks by
the gentlewoman from California and
gentleman from Illinois, I respect their
passion and their concern for the peo-
ple of Africa. But not once during my
statement did I mention the continent
of Africa. I did by chance mention
Uganda because of the ridiculous situa-
tion that took place when the presi-
dent bought the jet. I might remind the
gentlewoman that even the President
of the United States, Bill Clinton, has
now decided that I am right and they
have cut off further debt forgiveness to
Uganda until such time as they can get
this situation straightened out.

My remarks were meant to be to the
world. It applies to Central America. It
applies to South America. It applies to
Africa. It applies to every country
where we are proposing to provide debt
forgiveness. So I meant no disrespect
to any race or disrespect to any con-
tinent. I am not condescending. I am
telling you the facts. The facts are that
we are giving $69 million of taxpayers’
money towards this program to begin
the process whereby in the process, and
this is less than the Senate inciden-
tally, that in this process they can
come forward with a more responsible
plan that can protect the integrity of
the financial situation of these par-
ticular countries. The fact that some of
these countries are in Africa, I did not
mention that. You brought that up. I
sort of resent you saying that I am
condescending and implying that this
is racist because it is not. This is re-
sponsible legislation.

I am proposing that we do what you
want to do, that is, provide for the
needy people, whether they be in Latin
America, South America, Africa,
Israel, Russia, wherever they are, that
we do it; but we do it responsibly. I do
not think that is being condescending.
I think it is being responsible, because
we have the same exact destination in
mind. We want to help needy people.
We want to help the sick. We want to
eliminate HIV/AIDS. We want to do all
of this. We want these countries to be
financially stable. But to just give
them a blank check and say, well, this
debt is forgiven, and, incidentally, this
money is not going to these countries.
This money is to go to these banks. It
is not going to the countries. It goes to
the banks, so the banks’ books can be
cleared. So we have no difference as to
our destination or goal or aims or
wants. We have identical destinations.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I will yield to the
gentlewoman from California if she
will stop saying that I am conde-
scending.

Ms. WATERS. No, I will not stop say-
ing it yet, but I do appreciate your

yielding. I would like to ask a question
if I may.

Is there $90 million in fiscal year 2001
for the foreign military financing pro-
gram with $60 million of that an in-
crease going to Israel and $60 million
over the next 10 years in an increase
while you are being prudent in your
budgeting?

Mr. CALLAHAN. That is correct. But
that was the request of the President
of the United States. I would like to re-
mind the gentlewoman with respect to
the assistance to Israel whereby we did
increase the foreign military financing
by $60 million, we cut $120 million from
the economic support. I would like to
remind the gentlewoman that that was
the third rail of politics before I be-
came chairman. No one dared walk on
this floor and say, ‘‘Let’s cut assist-
ance to Israel.’’ But I went to Israel
and at 2 o’clock in the morning met
with then Prime Minister Netanyahu
and he admitted that the economy
there was now such because of the
benevolency and the assistance of the
United States, the economy was such
that they could begin responsible re-
duction of economic support to Israel,
and that process has been now for the
last 4 years, and I have cut their eco-
nomic assistance by nearly $120 million
a year, so nearly $500 million.

And so the argument that the finan-
cial assistance for military financing is
moot, because the bottom line is I have
cut Israel $60 million a year net for the
last 4 years because the Israeli govern-
ment agreed to that. So I do not think
it is irresponsible nor a good compari-
son.

Ms. WATERS. Sir, you made cuts in
all of Africa’s budget. Where did you
then increase Africa’s budget where the
cuts have been made in both the devel-
opment fund and the other fund for Af-
rica? You cut them, but there is no
place where you increased the funds to
Africa. Where did you do likewise for
Africa?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I have proposed
$69.4 million in HIPC funds which is an
increase. That is an increase in itself.

Ms. WATERS. Sir, the President
asked for $400 million.

Mr. CALLAHAN. I do not care what
the President asked for.

Ms. WATERS. You told me what the
President asked for in military finan-
cial assistance.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Just because the
President of the United States——

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama will suspend.

The Chair would kindly request that
all Members follow regular procedure
in yielding to one another or in re-
questing time from those who are con-
trolling the time. The gentleman from
Alabama controls the time.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, the
true scenario is this. The President of
the United States has committed to
participate in this debt forgiveness pro-
gram of worldwide contributions, and
we intend to fulfill responsibly some of
the requests of the President. But just

because the President calls up or
writes me a note and sends a note over
here and says, Sonny, give me 4 or $500
million does not make it an obligation
of the United States of America. I
think that you as a Congressperson and
that I as a Congressperson have a re-
sponsibility to ask the President, Are
you sure this is the right way to go?
That is what I am doing. I think the
President is making a big mistake, not
in the amount of money that he re-
quested, not for the programs that he
is requesting that be enhanced, but be-
cause of the mechanism to get to the
end result of the entire proposal of
HIPC is where the mistake is.

So I am saying, wait a minute. And
you all know I am not the smartest
man in the world. I am not the dumb-
est man in the world, either. And I
have some background and experience
in finance, not multibillions of dollars
like some of our colleagues here in the
House, but I have some experience. And
anywhere in life, even in your family,
if I overspent my Visa card, for exam-
ple, and I went to my kids and I say,
Kids, help me out, your daddy has done
an irresponsible thing, the credit card
company is telling me, ‘‘Well, if they
don’t do this, they’re going to take
away my house and they’re going to
sue me,’’ do you think even my kid
would say, ‘‘Dad, I’m going to help you,
we’re going to pay off your debt, but
you’re going to tear up that credit
card.’’

That is exactly what I am saying. I
am saying we should not give these
countries the ability to go right back
into debt the next day. I am telling you
that this is a mistake, but at the same
time I am admitting that maybe I am
wrong. For in the interim, here is $70
million towards our contribution, and
we can go ahead and start with these
programs. Just as we have already for-
given most of our bilateral debt, now
we can help to bail out some of these
banks because maybe I am wrong. So I
am providing $69.4 million in this bill
as a down payment to keep the pro-
gram going in the hopes that the GAO
report is wrong. Maybe I am wrong.
But the GAO backs up what I am say-
ing, and I think I am right at this
time.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I am very, very dismayed by the com-
ments that have been made by my dis-
tinguished chairman in this regard, be-
cause we can have a legitimate dif-
ference of opinion on an issue, but the
course that this debate is taking is not
worthy of this institution. We have a
very serious policy decision to make.
We have Members of this House who
have worked very hard on this issue,
and who know a great deal about the
loan forgiveness program.

The gentleman is correct. We do not
want to promote irresponsibility. That
has never been an issue. The fact,
though, is that if you are lifting op-
pressive debt, much of it incurred by
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previous regimes, why should a coun-
try not be able to borrow from the
poorest of the poor window of the
World Bank that administers to the
poorest of the poor, the IDA window,
assistance for basic human needs? For
basic human needs? Why should they
not be able to start investing in their
economies?

It is very simplistic to say, oh, I tore
up my credit card, or my son tore up
my credit card. That is not an analogy
that is even in any way close to this.
This is about countries wanting to as-
sume responsibility. This is about
countries saying yes to the reforms
that they must comply with when they
are applying for loan forgiveness. This
is a very strict standard that is applied
to qualify for these loans as HIPC,
highly indebted poor countries.

So if we want to say that this is not
an important enough priority to our
country, then let us say that, but do
not mischaracterize what is being pro-
posed here and what is being supported
across the board by religious commu-
nities throughout the world and which
the administration supports. The Sec-
retary of the Treasury does not support
the chairman’s position. Of course we
all support responsibility; and that is
what we are advocating, too.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that we can
have the tenor of the remarks return
to a place that is more respectful of the
hard work that has gone into this. I
say that with great respect for the
chairman and with great sadness, quite
frankly.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. LOWEY), a member of
the subcommittee.

Mrs. LOWEY. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, one of the guiding
principles of United States foreign pol-
icy is that whenever possible we use
our assistance to enable developing
countries to stand on their own two
feet. That is precisely what this
amendment would do and why I sup-
port it.

Many countries in the developing
world have been unable to spend the
necessary resources on health care and
on education for their citizens because
they have been saddled by debilitating
debt. New regimes elected with high
hopes for economic opportunity and
democratic ideals will remain unable
to achieve their noble objectives be-
cause of debt incurred by previous,
often corrupt regimes.

Debt relief, as some contend, is not
about giving a free ride to developing
nations. That is not what we are talk-
ing about. It is about helping countries
in sub-Saharan Africa build the health
care infrastructure necessary to fight
the AIDS epidemic.
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It is about giving countries the
chance to educate children, giving
them hope for a better future. It is
about giving nascent democratic re-

gimes the chance to build constitu-
encies, perpetuating the ideals of de-
mocracy abroad.

The cost of this amendment, Mr.
Chairman, is a small price to pay for
the myriad of benefits it will bring. It
is disgraceful, in my judgment, that
this small amount of money that this
bill provides for debt relief will stall
the global HIPC initiative and may
deny relief to some of the world’s most
committed economic reformers. These
countries have worked hard at devel-
oping concrete poverty-reduction tar-
gets, sound economic management
practices. It would be shameful for us
to turn our back on this important ini-
tiative.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask
Members if they have the opportunity
to get a copy, I keep talking about this
GAO report which was requested by the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS) and others to substantiate their
claim of the merits of this program;
and once again, I do not deny that the
intentions of those interested in this
are anything other than noble, and I
share the exact same goals with them.

But in the results in brief of the GAO
report, where they requested that the
GAO report look into what we were
doing, the results in brief say that the
GAO’s analysis shows that the decline
in debt service for the seven countries,
they selected seven countries in order
to do their study, that these countries
will only free up resources for addi-
tional poverty reduction if in the years
prior to their qualifying for debt relief
they are allowed to continue to borrow
at the same level.

That is precisely what I am saying is
the fallacy of this overall proposal.
They go on to say that this occurs be-
cause the countries previously bor-
rowed for several reasons, including
debt payments; and they will need to
continue borrowing after receiving
debt relief in order to meet their re-
maining debt payments and to increase
spending for poverty reduction.

These countries, are not paying any
interest, they are borrowing more
money to pay the interest. They are in-
curring more principal in order to pay
the annual interest; and what they are
doing is continuing to build up this
debt.

So what this report is saying is that
the only way they are going to free up
cash is if indeed they have more bor-
rowed money which they cannot pay
back.

The route that we ought to be taking
as an international community, and I
am Catholic and I disagree with the
Pope, because I don’t think the Pope
has had the opportunity to read such
reports as this GAO report, nor do I
think the Pope has had the opportunity
to reflect on this. He is a very busy
person. I do not think he has had the

opportunity to reflect on the total pro-
gram as to whether or not this mission
will really benefit the very people he
wants to help.

If the Pope wants to help, if the gen-
tlewoman from California wants to
help, if this Congress wants to help, I
have no opposition to that. But if we
are going to do it, let us do it right.

I started telling you about this credit
card that I have overextended, so I go
to my children and I say, Listen,
Daddy is in trouble. Will you pay off
my credit card? I promise you I won’t
do it again. My kids would say, Daddy,
we are going to cut your credit card up.

That is the responsible thing to do,
and that is what we ought to be telling
leaders of these nations, whether they
be in Central America, South America,
Africa, Russia, wherever they are, that
we are going to pay off your debts. You
are not going to get any of the money
because you have got to flow it
straight through to a multinational
bank. But we are going to allow you to
flow this money through to a multi-
national bank to bail them out of their
financial crisis, but you are not going
to be able to go to that same bank to-
morrow and borrow more money.

Now, maybe I am wrong, but that is
the way I feel, and you are entitled to
feel the way you feel. I think I am
right, and it is not uncommon for these
two sides to differ on a direction we
might take on any given issue.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I must say, I differ with the
gentleman in his interpretation of the
GAO report; but if he is right, I am not
that much of a theologian, but I notice
that he corrected the Pope with the
GAO. Are we hearing today the doc-
trine of GAO infallibility being pro-
mulgated on the floor of the House?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, conceivably so, and
I am not questioning the intelligence
of the Pope. I am just telling you the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI) tells me we should support this
because the Pope supports it, and my
response to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI) is the Pope
does not support abortion, and that if
she is going to pay attention to every-
thing the Pope says, she ought to be on
my side on the abortion issue. That
was just the point I was making.

But the Pope, as I say, is a very busy
person. But I think if I had the oppor-
tunity and the privilege of appearing
before the Pope for 15 minutes, as I
have had the opportunity to appear be-
fore other people and convince them,
that I could convince the Pope that I
am right. The Pope would be issuing a
proclamation tomorrow that would be
read at the pulpit of every Catholic
church in the world saying, Wait a
minute. One of our colleagues, Catholic
colleagues, has discovered a flaw in
this proposal, and we ought to correct
it and go forward.
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That is what I do with the $69 million

that I have included in this bill. Let us
go forward, but let us do it cautiously.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield, since he ref-
erenced my name in his remarks?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I would be happy to
yield to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, when the
gentleman says that I heed the Pope
when he is talking about debt relief,
but not when he is talking about a
woman’s right to choose, or words to
that effect, my comments to the gen-
tleman were he was mocking this as a
scheme; and I said this is not a scheme,
this is a plan that has been thought out
and proposed by the G–7. Just to get to
the Pope for a moment——

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, let
me reclaim my time and tell the gen-
tlewoman an explanation of the word
‘‘scheme.’’ The scheme is not intended
to reflect on the mission. I am saying
a scheme has been presented to great
charitable people of this world that
does not do what they have represented
to them in their proposal. Therefore, I
think it is a scheme that has been con-
cocted to convince people in this coun-
try, charitable people with good inten-
tions, I think they have been misled;
and, if that is the case, I think that
should be called a scheme.

Ms. PELOSI. If the gentleman will
further yield, the chairman knows I
have the highest regard for him, and it
is with a heavy heart, as Lyndon John-
son used to say, that I say to the gen-
tleman that he is absolutely wrong.

I want to just get back to the Pope
for a moment. The gentleman’s powers
of persuasion are considerable, but I
doubt that he could persuade the Pope,
the head of the church, whose mission
is to alleviate poverty and respect the
dignity and worth of every person on
the face of this Earth, that we should
not have international debt relief be-
cause of some egregious example that
the gentleman might think up.

The GAO, if one reads the report, ad-
mits, we have never said that if you
forgive the debt, that there will not be
future lending. The debt is from a pre-
vious regime, or mistakes made before;
and now we are talking about a fresh
start.

But to get back to the Pope for a mo-
ment, because I want to make this
point, I have never mocked, never, ever
mocked, in fact I have respected the
views of people who have a different
view, some of them are in my own fam-
ily, about a woman’s right to choose
and the rest. So really it offends me,
and I say that regretfully, that the
gentleman would say well, if you do
not listen to the Pope about choice,
why do you listen to the Pope about
this?

Well, I respect the Pope’s view on all
of these things. But when the gen-
tleman was characterizing this as a
scheme, and now the gentleman is de-
fining a scheme differently than he em-
phasized it earlier, it was with disdain;

and that is the part that I find regret-
table, because this is a very important
debate.

This is a debate about whether our
country will live up to its responsibil-
ities that our President committed to
at the G–7 one year ago. He is going to
leave for Japan, for Okinawa, in an-
other week, following the Camp David
meetings; and he is going to have to go
there and say I cannot fulfill the re-
sponsibility, the obligations that we
incurred last year, because, maybe be-
cause somebody bought an airplane
someplace, I do not know; but any ex-
cuse will do if you do not want to do
something.

So to say that $69 million is a start,
and we all want to get to the same
place, is like saying let us all go to the
Moon; here are your roller skates. That
means I cannot get there.

So let us help these people get there.
If we all do share the goal of alle-
viating poverty, if we all do share the
goal of eradicating AIDS, as the gen-
tleman referenced in his remarks, we
have to put the resources where our
compassion is. Compassion is great,
but it is no substitute for a positive
plan to go forward and the resources to
match that proposal.

So we have an important decision to
make here, respectful of each other’s
positions, and it is: Is it that a state-
ment of the values of this country is
that we will help these countries get on
their feet? Standards have been set by
the IMF. If it is a given that once the
oppressive old debt is removed that
countries not be able to incur further
debt, I cannot even understand how
you could put a moratorium on basic
human needs, loans from the IDA win-
dow, the poorest of the poor window of
the World Bank, and say that that is
okay, we will teach them some dis-
cipline and they will not be able to
incur any debts. Economic develop-
ment is essential to the success of
these countries, and they need the hard
window loans as well.

So we are not talking about careless-
ness or irresponsibility; we are talking
about sensible planning.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, the gentlewoman
has ample time. I thought she was
going to question something I had said.

Let me just tell the gentlewoman,
number one, we are not talking about
debt that our country has given to
these foreign countries. We have al-
ready forgiven that debt. We have ful-
filled our shared responsibility of that
HIPC agreement through our bilateral
debt forgiveness. I am not talking
about debt that these countries owe to
the United States of America. I am
talking about debts that they owe to
the multilateral banks.

I am saying at the same time, SONNY,
maybe you are wrong. That was my
fear, that I would be making a mis-
take; and just in case I am wrong,
which I really do not think at this time
I am, nor have I heard any argument to
the contrary. Just in case I am wrong,

Mr. President, here is a down payment;
here is $69 million to get you into the
spring or fall, whereby we can look at
a potentially more responsible mecha-
nism for achieving the same goals that
we all want to achieve.

I do not see anything unreasonable
about that, but I know that you all do;
and I know that you all have the right
to disagree, and I respectfully disagree
with you.

I will disagree with the Pope if in-
deed he says this is an irresponsible
thing, but the Pope is too intelligent a
person to deny that I am not right on
this issue, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the
distinguished ranking member of the
full committee.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me time.

I would like to talk about what the
history of debt relief has been. When I
was chairman of the Subcommittee on
Foreign Operations and the Iron Cur-
tain fell, all of a sudden we had a tre-
mendous opportunity. All kinds of
countries in Eastern Europe, where
people looked like us, they had the
same colored skin, they had lots of peo-
ple in this country lobbying for their
cause because they were the same na-
tionality my wife happens to be Polish,
for instance, and we recognized that
the previous Communist government
had stayed in power only by incurring
huge amounts of debts that were to-
tally irresponsible. When they left
power we had a choice of whether or
not we were going to create the eco-
nomic conditions that would allow a
democratic government to flourish or
not. So we forgave debt.

As a result, you were able to get new
investments, new economic growth in
countries like Poland, and today they
are reasonably healthy democracies,
given what their history has been the
last 50 years.

b 1915

We also had debt relief provided for
Egypt. That was done unilaterally with
no consultation whatsoever with the
United States Congress by one of the
previous Republican administrations.
And that was done because we needed
the support of Egypt in the Middle
East power game, and so not many
questions were asked. But now we get
to the hard cases. Now we get to the re-
gions of the world that do not look like
so many of us. We get to Africa, we get
to Latin America, and the political
pressures for us to do what is right and
just are not quite as heavy as the polit-
ical pressures were when we were deal-
ing with countries that looked just like
most of us.

So now we are told that because
some idiot from one of those countries
made a dumb purchase, that somehow,
that example ought to be used as an ex-
cuse to avoid our responsibilities in
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dealing with this problem in Latin
America and Africa.

Now, the problem is very simple. A
lot of these countries ran up debt when
they were working for us and for the
CIA and for our intelligence oper-
ations; they were conduits through
which we were able to learn a lot about
our political enemies around the world.
So the Congress was asked to close its
eyes while those governments did lots
of dumb things. They abused human
rights; they ran up huge debts. Now, we
have new governments, and we are
being asked to provide the same oppor-
tunity for new investment and new
economic growth in those countries
that we provided in countries that look
just like most of us. It has been harder
here. We are told that, well, this is just
international debt that we are for-
giving here and so we ought to put
more stringent conditions on it.

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that
there are some countries that ought
not to be lent an additional dime, and
there are other countries who will be in
a state of social and economic collapse
if they do not receive new lending. We
have some countries that are spending
so much paying off the debts incurred
by their former governments, that they
do not have any money left to spend on
education and health for their own
children.

So we are here, not out of any bleed-
ing heart knee-jerk reaction. We are
here because we have two responsibil-
ities. One is to our own national secu-
rity, because we cannot exist forever,
no matter how strong we are, in a
world where there are large segments
that are essentially poverty-ridden and
open to all kinds of potential political
mischief; and secondly, we are asked to
respond to our moral responsibilities to
help people who never had a say in in-
curring these debts in the first place.
The ironic thing about it is that they
are not collectible. They are lousy
debts and all we are doing is clear the
books so that we will give these new
governments the same opportunity to
start afresh that we gave other govern-
ments who look like most of us.

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that
we ought to get on with the job, we will
sooner or later; and if this bill did what
it ought to do, we would be able to vote
for it.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BILBRAY).

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I am
not a member of this committee; I do
not know all of the great international
nuances that are being discussed here.
But I did come to the floor to speak,
because it seems like the debate has
gotten to a point to where there may
be fingers pointed and charges being
made back and forth, but I would just
like to remind my colleagues that this
debate about what other countries and
their citizens may want or need, what
the Pope may want or need, we do not
sit here as a governing body to rep-

resent their opinions. We are here to
represent the people of the United
States. This is the people’s House of
the United States.

I am a practicing Catholic, although
I happen to be a pro-choice Catholic,
but the Pope does not direct me how I
am going to stand on a policy state-
ment of how the people of the United
States’ money should be spent. It is
not a foreign government’s money, and
it is not the Pope’s money. It is the
American people’s money, and it is not
our money.

I just want us to understand that
when we talk about forgiveness of debt,
we should think about how many
Americans are out there right now who
say, this sounds pretty good. I would
sure love to see Congress cut me the
same deal that they are talking about
cutting other people all over the world.
Mr. Chairman, American taxpayers
may be watching tonight saying, it
really is true.

I am just saying I hope that we un-
derstand as we are talking about all of
these bigger issues that there are peo-
ple out there that are struggling to pay
their taxes, struggling to be able to
play by the rules, struggling to pay for
their debts, and then seeing the House
of Representatives, the people’s House
talking and saying, we need to talk
about forgiveness of certain debts,
talking about it as if it is our personal
funds that we are willing to have a
charitable contribution out of.

I bet, my colleagues, there are a lot
of Americans out there who would say,
great, Members of Congress, take it out
of your pocket and put it in there, but
you are taking it out of our pockets as
taxpayers and giving it to another
country, and giving it and giving it. It
is a small, small, minute percentage of
what we allocate out of this House, but
do we not realize how much it just
really rubs the taxpayers wrong when
they hear the discussion of even the
term forgiveness. I think that maybe
we ought to talk about would we not be
more productive in making people
independent.

I just want to go back to this whole
discussion of the Pope. He does not pay
the taxes and we do not represent him.
I follow him as a religious leader of my
church, but the Constitution mandates
to me and every Member of this body
that we represent the people in our dis-
trict, not even one of the great reli-
gious leaders that lives in Rome.

I would just say, we may disagree on
this issue, on the technicalities of this
issue, but I think the dialogue has got-
ten to where it is either/or: I am going
to impugn your opinion for my opinion.
I just think that people that are watch-
ing today and Members of Congress are
watching, and remember, we are forc-
ing this money, let me remind my col-
leagues, we are forcing this money
from American citizens and resident
aliens, forcing them under the threat
of imprisonment to give us money, and
we are sending this money all over the
world.

Mr. Chairman, we have an obligation
to make sure that every cent is respon-
sible and is being responsible in its ap-
plication and is being held account-
able. I think the chairman has pointed
out that that cannot be said with all of
these funds, and we have the obligation
to make it so.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BILBRAY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman explain to me how we help
taxpayers when we refuse to write off
debts that are uncollectible that will
never be repaid and which simply get
in the way of creating markets for
products that are made by Americans
so that they can have better jobs and
earn more money?

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I would say the
same argument would be made by
many taxpayers, Mr. Ranking Member;
but the fact is that they are overbur-
dened again and again and feel like
they are over-taxed. The concept of
saying they have to choose between
child care and helping their family or
sending their kids to school or being
able to give what they want to their
children, or the fact that they need, by
force of law, to contribute to the Fed-
eral Government money that we then
send overseas. I think that this is an
issue that we just have to understand
the dialog about.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. WYNN).

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time and also for her outstanding lead-
ership on this issue.

Let me begin by saying that I am
very proud that Americans and specifi-
cally American taxpayers are not self-
ish, that they cannot bear the spec-
tacle of 22 million people infected with
AIDS in Africa; they cannot turn their
backs on those people, and that they
are not selfishly thinking only of their
own concerns.

With respect to this amendment, I
am here to support it. Here are the
facts: the President asked for $475 mil-
lion, this committee only gave $82 mil-
lion, and that is a travesty.

Now, we hear a lot about corruption,
but I am sure the chairman is not try-
ing to say that the people who are
dying in Africa ought to be sacrificed
because of a corrupt leader. What we
need to know about the facts of this
issue is this: in Tanzania, for example,
the government spends four times as
much money on debt payments as it
spends on health and education com-
bined. What we need to know in this
debate is that Uganda, Zambia, Nica-
ragua, and Honduras spends more on
debt service than they spend on health
and education combined. So this debate
is not about corruption and it is not
about wasteful spending.
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Now, here is an issue that really

strikes me as interesting. The gen-
tleman talks about how we need to be
concerned about how the money is
spent; we need to have conditions. We
can apply conditions. The problem is,
the committee did not just apply con-
ditions, the committee cut the money
substantially. It cut 80 percent of the
funds that were going to be used for
debt forgiveness.

This is a project in which the United
States and other developed countries
are stepping forward and saying, there
is a major epidemic, pandemic in Afri-
ca, sub-Saharan Africa, as well as in
other countries, and we want to forgive
debt as a group, this is true burden-
sharing, to enable these countries to
move forward, to spend money on
health and education rather than on
bad debts. This is a case where we real-
ly need to lead.

Thankfully, the American people are
not selfish. I think they will agree with
us that we ought to adopt the gentle-
woman’s amendment; we ought to put
the money into debt forgiveness; we
ought to give these countries a chance,
and we ought to respond to the crisis
that exists in Africa.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Michigan (Ms. KIL-
PATRICK), a member of the sub-
committee.

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I
thank our ranking member for allow-
ing the time for me to participate in
the debate.

I do not want us to lose sight on the
importance of our country and who we
are in the world. This is the greatest
country in the world in many respects.
We are enjoying a surplus in a time
when many in our country are living
better than they have ever lived. At
the same time, many do not live as
well.

This foreign operations budget, as
has been said over and over today, is
less than 1 percent of our total budget.
When we talk about debt forgiveness,
we do it all the time, with our own
American citizens, and we should. The
S&L bailout, as we remember. We for-
gave a lot of those debts and many of
those people involved in that scandal
are living very well today. I am not op-
posed to it; I want us to take our re-
sponsibility as citizens seriously, to
look at the world and see the ones who
need forgiveness at this time.

The G–8 countries of which we are
the leaders to look to America to see
what we do for the least of these in
that G–8 environment. We have a re-
sponsibility and an opportunity to give
and forgive debt for some of the poor-
est countries, who have no idea and
cannot pay that debt, were not respon-
sible for it. This country gave that
debt to many of those leaders who are
long gone. Why, then, do we today hold
those same children in those very poor
countries responsible? We do have
standards. The IMF has standards. Bo-
livia, Mozambique have met those

standards. But the appropriation is
now not there to help those countries
and other poor countries come into the
21st century.

b 1930

Mr. Chairman, Members of the House
of Representatives, debt forgiveness in
this year of jubilee, taught and men-
tioned in the Bible, is upon us. Let us
rise to the occasion, do what is right,
and forgive those poor countries at a
time when God has blessed us to for-
give.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN).

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I must
confess, I am deeply distressed by the
tone of this debate, at least in parts of
it.

Let me just cite one fact. For the 41
Nations that have been identified as
the most heavily-indebted poor coun-
tries, external long-term debt rose rap-
idly from less than $7 billion in 1970 to
$169 billion today.

There has been some reference that
the amendment would pay off multi-
national banks, as if these are multi-
national corporations, kind of using
that rhetorical device. We are talking
about debt owed to multilateral insti-
tutions and governments, not in this
instance to private for-profit institu-
tions.

It has also been said that cash flow is
not affected. That is just patently
wrong. Unless debt is eliminated, these
countries cannot obtain further cash
flow. With elimination of debt, they
will.

Mr. Chairman, this is no scheme.
This is a proposal, an edifice built by
sovereign nations, by the G–8, who
have decided that it is in their self-in-
terest to act on this debt.

Then it is said, well, let us give the
money to the child survival fund, in-
stead. As a former assistant adminis-
trator of the Foreign Aid Agency, I am
all for monies for child survival, but let
no one think that that is an alter-
native to governments pulling their
own weight. Indeed, the Republican ad-
ministrations have insisted that aid
has to be shifted to help countries pull
their own weight.

I want to read the last part of the
GAO report. I hope the gentlewoman
from California will give me another
minute if I need it, but I do not think
I need it quite yet. I want to straighten
out the references to the GAO report.

I just saw it now. But we do not have
to read it from cover to cover to know
that the statements here using the
GAO report are a distortion, purely and
simply. Here is the key paragraph, and
I have dealt with a lot of GAO reports,
including when I was in a previous ad-
ministration:

The uncertainties over whether the initia-
tive provides a lasting exit from debt prob-

lems, the tension between quick debt relief
and preparing poverty reduction strategies
and the difficulties in financing the initia-
tive should not be seen, however, as a reason
to abandon efforts to provide debt relief to
eligible countries.

Heavily-indebted poor countries continue
to carry unsustainable debt burdens that are
unlikely to be lessened without debt relief.
But participants and observers may need to
have a more realistic expectation of what
the initiative may ultimately achieve.

To use this report as an argument to
thwart the effort of the administration
to live up to its essential commitments
as part of a G8 program I think is inex-
cusable.

I want to close with this. What is in
our national interest? Africa and other
countries face a tragedy, a human trag-
edy that could affect all of us, includ-
ing our security and surely our sense of
morality. For us to sit here and insuffi-
ciently fund debt relief is inexcusable
in terms of American national security
and American ethics. We must do bet-
ter. Adopt this amendment.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
continue to reserve a point of order on
the amendment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 7 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK), former chair of the Sub-
committee on Domestic and Inter-
national Monetary Policy of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices, and an expert on international
debt forgiveness.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding time to me and for doing
such a great job.

The gentleman from Michigan made
it very clear that when the chairman of
the subcommittee quoted the GAO re-
port, he got it exactly backwards. I
guess to just stick with the theological
tone that has occasionally intruded
here, we now know that the devil may
quote Scripture and the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Foreign Oper-
ations, Export Financing and Related
Programs may quote the GAO report,
but neither one of them can be trusted
on the interpretation.

The GAO says that debt relief is not
enough. It does not say, do not give
them debt relief, it says debt relief is
not enough to do poverty reduction. So
the notion that because debt relief is
not enough to accomplish the ideal, we
should therefore do less, makes sense
only to the chairman of the sub-
committee.

I also want to talk about the Pope.
Obviously, we all have agreements and
disagreements with the Pope, although
respect for him, as the gentlewoman
from California said.

But the Pope is not speaking here ex
cathedra. This is not primarily a theo-
logical exposition. The Pope heads the
most extensive anti-poverty organiza-
tion in the world. Priests and nuns and
church workers are the most sustained
group of anti-poverty workers all over
the world. The Pope’s recommenda-
tions in this public policy come to us
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better grounded, I must say, than the
off-the-cuff observations of the chair-
man of the subcommittee. The Pope is
reporting based on information he gets
from people who are the on-the-ground
poverty workers.

Here is the issue. This analogy to a
credit card is, as the gentleman from
California said, to use a technical par-
liamentary term, silly. We are talking
not about an individual with a credit
card, we are talking about, in many
cases, regimes that borrowed and in
many cases were overthrown with our
help because they were corrupt and
brutal.

New governments are in power. The
question is whether the people who are
now living in those countries should be
bled, should be denied basic food and
medicine, to pay off old debts.

The gentleman has said, Well, it is to
bail out the multinational banks. No,
the multinational banks, and let us
make this point, when the bill came to
us last year from the administration it
did have provisions so some of the
funds could have, after debt relief, con-
tinued to fund some of the activities of
the multinational financial institu-
tions. We stopped that. The bill that
passed says the funds generated,
whether from gold sales or from appro-
priations, go only for debt relief and
nothing else.

Now, to say to these countries, by
the way, we will give you debt relief
but you cannot then ever borrow for
anything else, is a very cruel approach.
What about a country that has insti-
tuted democracy, that has instituted
some reforms and gets the debt relief,
and then wants to deal in a responsible
way with its economic development?
No entity finances all economic devel-
opments on a cash basis. People do not
buy homes that way, businesses do not
grow that way, and countries require
some investments.

Investment means, give us some
money now and we will pay you back
later, maybe through equity, maybe
through debt.

I have to say, and I am glad the gen-
tleman from Alabama is back here
now, because I want to express my dis-
agreement with one of his constant
premises, he keeps telling us that we
agree on the goal. I must tell the gen-
tleman that I see no evidence of that.
I see no evidence that the gentleman
from Alabama has been strongly moved
to try to alleviate poverty.

Indeed, we heard the gentleman from
California previously say the taxpayers
do not want us using their money this
way. I am very proud to be able to say
that I believe that the people I rep-
resent, the people in my congressional
district, on the whole want me to vote
to use this relatively small amount of
money to stop children from starving
to death and to prevent disease from
ravaging innocent people. I really be-
lieve that. If they do not, they can find
another representative.

I do not believe that the people I rep-
resent do not want me to do that. The

gentleman from Alabama said before,
well, he set up this children’s survival
fund. The problem there is that money
is not leaking but rushing out of these
countries, on the one hand.

It does not do much to put money in
on one end if it just goes out in the
other. We need both. They are not al-
ternatives.

The gentleman said the problem is
the allocation. But the gentleman
voted for the budget that set up the al-
location. The allocation is an artificial
fact which everybody knows is not
going to hold up anyway.

The fact is this: Virtually every orga-
nization in the world, religious and
nonreligious, Catholic, Protestant, sec-
ular, has come together to lobby the
American government for this. This is
not some construct of the Clinton ad-
ministration or the Blair administra-
tion or the Jospin administration, this
is a response by governments to the
overwhelming demand of nongovern-
mental organizations, religious and
nonreligious, based on their experi-
ence.

They say, look, the very least you
can do is to go to the poorest countries
in the world and do not make them
continue to pay out the money. There
is no blank check here. There is a re-
quirement that the countries follow
some basic responsible positions.

They will not do it perfectly. If the
rule was that money does not go to
anybody who did not spend it perfectly,
we would have no CIA, we would have
no HUD, we would have no Pentagon.

But here is the issue. Overwhelm-
ingly, not just the Pope but the people
the Pope supervises and all the Protes-
tant churches and all of the non-gov-
ernmental organizations and environ-
mental organizations and poverty orga-
nizations that deal with international
human concerns came to the govern-
ments and said, do this, and our gov-
ernment has been willing to do this.

There is an obstruction. The obstruc-
tion is the budget that has been
brought forward which does not fund it
in anything like the adequate amounts.
The GAO report in fact, read correctly
and fairly and in context, says do this,
but this in and of itself is not enough.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. OSE).

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposi-
tion to the amendment, and I have had
more than ample opportunity to sit in
committee meetings and share time
with my good friend, the gentleman
from Massachusetts, who is extremely
far-reaching in his thoughts and what
have you.

However, I must rise to respectfully
disagree with some of his conclusions.

I just want to share some of the de-
liberations that took place in the sub-
committee as it relates to debt relief
for the highly-indebted poor countries.

Just for the edification of the Mem-
bers who are in this body who were not

in attendance at that committee meet-
ing, what we are considering here is a
proposal in effect to forgive debt that
has been accumulated by a number of
heavily-indebted poor countries over
the past years, the purpose of which
would be to allow them to thereafter
raise their standard of living, either by
investing in infrastructure or in hos-
pitals or schools or medical assistance,
and care for their people, the people
who live in those countries.

Keep in mind, this debate in the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services took place this year, this
being 2000. I just want to remind every-
one that in the seventies and eighties
when these loans were originally ex-
tended to these now highly-indebted
poor countries, the loans and the
grants and what have you were ex-
tended on the basis of providing these
countries with the resources to raise
their standard of living, to build roads
and infrastructure and hospitals and
schools.

So we find ourselves in the unique
position today of in effect having in
the seventies and eighties provided
loans to raise the standard of living of
these countries by virtue of investing
in their infrastructure. Now we are
going to forgive these loans so that
these countries can raise the standard
of living by virtue of investment in
their infrastructure.

Let me just examine a little bit how
we discussed this system would work
within the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services.

As Members know, or as many know,
we have various organizations around
the world that are involved in invest-
ment in highly-indebted poor coun-
tries. We have the International Bank
of Reconstruction and Development,
we have the World Bank, we have the
IMF, we have various other things.
Each of these institutions on their
ledger sheets carry gold as an asset.

The manner in which we talked in
the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services about financing these
loans to the highly-indebted poor coun-
tries, I just want Members to follow
this, was we were going to take the
gold that is on these balance sheets
and unilaterally revalue it, and then
we were going to take the difference
between the book value of the gold on
these balance sheets and the revalued
value and basically collect interest on
that difference and use it to relieve
this debt.

b 1945
Mr. Chairman, I cannot think of a

more hobgoblin system by which we
would conduct our financial affairs
than to take what in effect is a rose
that we hold at a value of $5 and say it
is now worth $350 and take the dif-
ference of the $345 and use it to finance
this debt forgiveness. I mean if I did
that in private business, I can tell my
colleagues I would be on Bill Gates’
level. I would welcome that oppor-
tunity. However, I cannot get away
with that.
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I do not see why it is that the Fed-

eral Government, that this Federal
Government would enter into that kind
of a financial exercise, the purpose of
which would be to forgive loans for the
purpose of raising a standard of living.

Mr. Chairman, keep in mind, that the
original purpose of the loans was to as-
sist these highly indebted poor coun-
tries with raising their standard of liv-
ing, so having given the loan, having
time passed, now we are going to for-
give the loan for the purpose of allow-
ing these highly indebted poor coun-
tries to raise their standard of living.

The debate in the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services re-
volved around what constitutes a high-
ly indebted poor country, and I would
just like to share with the other mem-
bers of this committee that the stand-
ard that was used was, if I recall cor-
rectly, the accumulated debt of the
country as a percentage of its gross do-
mestic product. It had no connection
whatsoever to the amount of trade or
commerce that a highly indebted poor
country who would be extended this
debt relief might engage in with the
United States.

There was no connection between
commerce with the United States and
the relief of debt to these highly in-
debted poor countries. We discussed at
length amongst some of us whether or
not we should change that standard by
which we extended debt relief to ac-
count for the needs of our friends like
Mexico or some of the trading partners
with whom we have substantial eco-
nomic commerce and with whom we
have very, very specific United States
interest with which to protect.

I would submit to my colleagues, in
wrapping up, that extending or pro-
viding debt relief on loans that were
originally granted for the purpose of
raising standards of living, but now to
provide debt relief for the purpose of
allowing those debtors to raise their
standard of living is at best circuitous
and at worst challenges even the most
brilliant of our scientists in terms of
the logic they are in.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the distinguished gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I just wanted to point out
that the gold revaluation in which we
got a lesson from the gentleman from
California (Mr. OSE) is completely and
entirely irrelevant to this bill. We did
authorize gold revaluation last year
with regard to the IMF debt.

This is a bill which appropriates
money for the development banks, so
the gold revaluation issue, whether we
like it or not, is not involved in this
bill. This is a bill that appropriates
dollars to deal with the development
banks, not with the IMF which had the
gold revaluation, but it is still more
relevant than the reading of the GAO
report of the chairman, the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN).

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. KASICH).

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, let me
say that last year, the House, the Sen-
ate and the administration engaged in
what I would call and has been termed
a historic act of grace, and it was de-
signed to relieve the debt of the poor-
est nations of the world.

My interests came about actually on
an airplane flight from the middle of
America, from Iowa, back home to
Westerville, and I read the New York
Times and there was a picture of a B2
bomber, and the question was ‘‘what’s
the limits of America’s power?’’

When I read this article, I was really
struck by the notion that while the
United States has incredible military
power, unprecedented military power
and obviously now unprecedented eco-
nomic power, many nations in the
world were beginning to fear us, resent
us. And as I thought about it, I thought
if we have all of this power, and we do,
it does not make any sense to not
share some of the bounty that we have
with those that have little.

I must tell my colleagues, I am not
particularly interested in all the cal-
culations that have been presented to-
night, because I have been in Angola,
and I have seen people hauled with half
bodies through little villages as a re-
sult of a civil war. This is not designed
to provide aid to people who are in the
middle of a civil war, but it is designed
to provide some help and some hope to
people who have absolutely nothing.

The fact is that this resentment to-
wards the United States has been grow-
ing. Last year, we had a historic act of
grace that frankly was bipartisan in
nature, and that, to some degree, dis-
turbs me about the debate tonight.

The chairman of the subcommittee,
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN), was, in fact, at the end of the
day instrumental in being able to pro-
vide up to $200 million in debt forgive-
ness and to permit the IMF to use some
gold reserves in an additional effort to
relieve the debt payments of the poor-
est of the poor. Is all of this going to be
right? No.

I will tell my colleagues this, this
Congress just this year appropriated
$100 million for local firefighters and
EMS squads, and the last time I
checked my Republican philosophy,
that did not fall into the category.

When we look at the amount of
money that we waste on both sides of
the aisle for projects, the simple fact of
the matter is, the United States must
do something to help alleviate poverty
in this world. We cannot turn our back
on people who have nothing.

Is it all going to work out right with
the accountants? The answer is prob-
ably not. Foreign aid never does, be-
cause we are giving it to people who
sometimes are the wrong people. But
there is an effort in this bill and in this
procedure to make sure that the money
that we give to the poorest of the poor
is going to be accounted for.

My feeling is that this bill is under-
funded in this area. Some of us say lift
the allocation. I am not interested in

lifting the allocation. I am interested
in priorities, and I think this ought to
be a major priority. I think the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN)
should be complimented for what he
did last year and let me say also that
last year the people that engaged in
the historic act of grace were people
like the gentleman from Illinois
(Speaker HASTERT); the gentleman
from Texas (Majority Leader ARMEY);
my colleague, the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK); over in the
Senate, Senator CHRISTOPHER DODD,
Senator CONNIE MACK, Senator PAUL
COVERDELL, a long list of Republicans
and Democrats, who believe that it is
essential that we use debt forgiveness
as a way to provide some hope to the
poorest of the poor.

A little bit of the concern that I have
tonight, because I am going to be very
involved again this year. I am going to
be very involved in trying to make sure
we do more to help the poorest of the
poor, and I believe we will have sup-
port, strong support, at the end of the
day from the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN). Discussions were en-
tered into yesterday with the adminis-
tration.

Mr. Chairman, I know that the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) is very
interested. And I tell my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle that we are
going to need to fix the IMF. There
may be some institutional changes
that affects a body that all too many
times has imposed the wrong economic
principles on poor nations. And there is
going to be a push for this kind of re-
form in the IMF.

The fact is that I think at the end of
the day we will have a package, and it
will be a package that will call for in-
creased accountability for the money
that goes to the poorest of the poor.
There will be increased reform on the
International Monetary Fund that has
imposed many times the wrong eco-
nomic prescriptions on poor nations,
but I would suggest in this body that
we not make this issue a partisan
issue.

I can also say to the groups that have
been so involved in this, we have to
work with the Members. It is a foreign
aid bill. It is not always the most pop-
ular bill at home. But at the end of the
day, I believe that we can on a bipar-
tisan, congressional and administra-
tion agreement reach out again to pro-
vide another historic act of grace that
will give hope to people who today all
too often have no help.

Let us try to work together and let
us try to recognize that this solution
must be bipartisan, will be bipartisan,
and let us keep, as one effective politi-
cian in this country has said, let us
keep hope alive.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. MEEK), a member of the
Committee on Appropriations.

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)
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Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I want to thank my colleague,
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI). I come here tonight to strong-
ly support the Pelosi amendment. It is
troubling to see that we are using the
General Accounting Office report as a
litmus test for what we should do here
in this Congress. To me, we have run
out of procedural things to do and
things that have common sense.

There are so many ironies that I have
heard here tonight. We have given aid
to people in civil wars. We have
propped up dictators around the world.
So tonight to come before this body
and say because of someone buying an
airplane that means that we are going
to withhold the kind of relief which
they need, it is disingenuous to do
that. We know that is true. We have a
moral obligation to work and help the
continent of Africa.

Debt relief is desperately needed by
the world’s poorest countries. We talk
a good game here in terms of poverty.
But are we going to do something
about the countries who need it most?
These countries have had to make
drastic cuts in essential human serv-
ices, such as health and education. Do
we want the AIDS epidemic, which is
now becoming a pandemic to reach this
country? It will.

Those of us who know history know
about the black death. We are not im-
mune to any of these health problems.
If my colleagues do not think we are,
read the history of the World Health
Organization. We are dealing with a
very serious virus here. We must do
something to relieve this.

Debt relief is nothing new to this
country, many of it was accumulated
during the Cold War. As long as there
was Communism, I did not hear too
much fight against it. We gave debt re-
lief.

We know that these countries are
supported now because we are giving it
to them in a very small way, very little
money. So these corrupt dictators,
which we propped up over all the years,
they are not there any more, these
countries are trying to straighten up
and live within our guidelines.

The debt of the Congo was accumu-
lated during the oppressive rule of
Mobutu. Nicaragua’s debt was accumu-
lated during the dictatorship of the
Somoza family and the subsequent
civil war. It is unjust and immoral to
expect the impoverished people of
these countries to pay back these
debts.

Mr. Chairman, all of us have heard of
Jubilee 2000, those of my colleagues
who profess Christianity and other
kinds of religions, this is the year for
us to come together and do some work
for the poorest of the poor.

It is the right thing to do. The sup-
porters of Jubilee 2000 now include a
broad expanse of Catholic, Protestant
and Jewish religions. It is time for us
to come together.

I rise to support the Pelosi amendment to
increase funding for debt relief for the world’s
most impoverished countries.

As many of my colleagues know, debt relief
is desperately needed by the world’s poorest
countries. In Zambia, Niger, Nicaragua, Hon-
duras and Uganda, government spending on
debt service payments is greater than govern-
ment spending on health and education com-
bined. Tanzania spends four times as much
money on debt payments as it does on health
and education combined. The governments of
these countries have been forced to make
drastic cuts in essential human services such
as health and education in order to make pay-
ments on their debts. These debt payments
constitute a transfer of wealth from the world’s
poorest countries to the world’s most wealthy
countries.

Debt relief for the world’s poorest countries
is supported by a worldwide movement known
as Jubilee 2000. This movement was begun
by Christians who believe that the year 2000,
the two thousandth anniversary of the coming
of Christ, is a Jubilee Year. According to the
Bible, the Lord instructed the people of An-
cient Israel to celebrate a Jubilee—or a Year
of the Lord—every 50 years. During a Jubilee
Year, slaves were set free, and land was a re-
distributed.

Activists know that forgiving the debts of the
world’s most impoverished countries in the
Year 2000 is the right thing to do. Supporters
of Jubilee 2000 now include a diverse group
of Catholic, Protestant and Jewish religious
groups, development specialists, labor unions,
environmental groups and other non-govern-
mental organizations.

Many of the debts owed by poor countries
were accumulated during the Cold War, and
many are the result of loans to corrupt dic-
tators who are no longer in power. The debt
of the Congo was accumulated during the op-
pressive rule of Mobutu. Nicaragua’s debt was
accumulated during the dictatorship of the
Somoza family and the subsequent civil war.
It is unjust and immoral to expect the impover-
ished people of these countries to pay back
these debts. Supporters of Jubilee 2000 also
know that debt relief is a moral imperative.

The Administration requested a mere $225
million for debt relief for the world’s poorest
countries in fiscal year 2001. Unfortunately,
the Foreign Operations Appropriations bill in-
cludes only $69.4 million in debt relief funds
for these countries. The Pelosi amendment
would increase debt relief appropriations to
fully fund this modest request. I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. LEACH).

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, let me
thank my distinguished friend, the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN) for yielding me the time, and
let me also identify with his dilemma.

I think on behalf of the Congress, we
all ought to recognize the difficulty the
gentleman from Alabama (Chairman
CALLAHAN) has with dealing with a
slight budget and enormous obliga-
tions. This is a difficult job. This budg-
et as it is presented to the Congress
recognizes a need for debt relief. It also
recognizes that we are going to have to
respond more forthcomingly with the
AIDS challenge.

On the other hand, I think most of us
recognize that these principles of con-
cern are inadequately attended to be-

cause of the budgetary constraints we
have, and I personally believe this Con-
gress before we adjourn is going to
have to do much, much more.

Debt relief is rooted, as the prior
speaker, the gentlewoman from Florida
(Mrs. MEEK) mentioned in the religious
concept, the word jubilee, which de-
rives from Leviticus, which implies a
re-ordering of relationships, and one of
the great questions in this jubilee 50-
year reassessment, is whether it is wor-
thy of being reassessed in this debt re-
lief context?

If my colleagues look at the poorest
of the poor countries in the world,
many today have more obligations in
terms of debt service than they can
apply to education or health care.

b 2000
In this circumstance, I think that

the religious precept of Jubilee does
compelling come into play, and it is no
accident that religious leaders from
the Pope to Billy Graham to Pat Rob-
ertson have endorsed debt relief in this
Congress.

As far as health care is concerned,
this world is confronted with the great-
est health crisis in human history.
Within a year or 2, more deaths will
have occurred because of the AIDS
virus than because of the bubonic
plague of the 1300s. We have an obliga-
tion to respond and respond compas-
sionately.

In terms of both debt relief and the
AIDS crisis, committees of the Con-
gress have responded in certain ways.
We have authorizing legislation that
has passed. Now it is the obligation of
Congress to move forthcomingly to ap-
propriate funds and, frankly, to give
consideration to appropriating beyond
the levels that have already been au-
thorized.

But I would say at this point in time
that, what this debate is all about, is
making it clear to all sides that there
is not just bipartisan, but American
concern for the plight of people in the
less developed world and an under-
standing that that plight cannot be
isolated; it can come here to roost very
quickly.

This happens to be the most compas-
sionate set of initiatives in the history
of the United States’ Congress for the
developing world. Debt relief and sup-
port for AIDS eradication and preven-
tion is something we in this Congress
simply have to address as the appro-
priations process continues.

Here, it must be stressed, Mr. Chairman,
that debt relief and AIDS prevention are inter-
twined. Intertwined because there is belated
but growing recognition that a stronger com-
mitment is needed to combat the HIV/AIDS
pandemic, but that many poor countries—par-
ticularly in hard-hit Sub-Saharan Africa—owe
several times more in debt payments than
what their governments are spending on basic
health and education.

I recognize the extraordinary budgetary con-
straints that Chairman CALLAHAN confronted in
trying to fashion an adequate response to both
issues and remain hopeful that substantial ad-
ditional funding for debt relief and for the
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House-approved World Bank AIDS Trust Fund
can be secured as the appropriations process
moves forward.

Last year debt relief received strong, bipar-
tisan support in Congress, and important
strides were made toward achieving debt relief
for the world’s poorest countries. As Members
recall, last November Congress appropriated
$123 million to begin canceling the debts that
reforming poor countries owe the United
States, and agreed that the International Mon-
etary Fund (IMF) can use $2.3 billion of its
own resources to finance its contribution to
debt relief. In this regard, the Banking Com-
mittee fully authorized U.S. participation in
international debt relief efforts during the first
session of the 106th Congress (H.R. 1095,
Rept. 106–483). The core of that debt relief
bill was included in last year’s consolidated
appropriations package.

The Committee’s authorizing language
specified a number of conditions that countries
must meet in order to receive debt relief.
Countries must perform satisfactorily under an
economic reform program, promote civil soci-
ety participation, implement anti-corruption
measures and transparent policymaking, adopt
strategies for poverty reduction, and strength-
en private sector growth, trade, and invest-
ment. Consistent with current law, the program
excludes from eligibility countries that system-
atically violate human rights, support terrorism,
or have excessive military spending.

However, Congress still needs to approve
U.S. contributions to help defray the costs of
regional development banks, such as the
Inter-American Development Bank, to allow
them to do their part in the international debt
relief effort. Crucially, every dollar of the U.S.
contribution will leverage $20 in multilateral
debt relief. In addition, Congress also needs to
authorize the IMF to fully mobilize the interest
earnings on the off-market gold sales that oc-
curred last year, solely to finance debt relief.

It is self-evident that debt relief alone cannot
solve the problems of hunger and poverty. But
when debt relief is coupled with credible eco-
nomic and social reforms, it can help be a cat-
alyst for economic growth. Sound debt relief
programs can help free up resources for pov-
erty reduction, basic human needs, HIV/AIDS
prevention and treatment, child survival and
environmental protection. By helping to put
countries on the path toward sustainable de-
velopment, debt relief can also benefit the
U.S. economy through expanded trade and in-
vestment ties.

More broadly, securing full funding for debt
relief remains a key legislative priority for a
broad spectrum religious leader—from the
Pope to Pat Robertson and the Reverend Billy
Graham—who have endorsed the call for debt
relief.

On the AIDS front, the release of the latest
UNAIDS report just last month underscores
the horrific impact HIV/AIDS is having around
the globe, particularly in hard-hit sub-Saharan
Africa. The stunning statistics on the rapid ad-
vance of this disease, despite what medically-
advanced countries know to be effective pre-
ventive measures, represents a profound in-
dictment of the international community and
the leaders of nations most severely impacted.
Experts predict that HIV/AIDS will soon be-
come the worst epidemic of infectious disease
in recorded history, eclipsing both the bubonic
plague of the 1300’s which killed an estimated
20 million and the influenza epidemic of 1918–
19 which killed 18 million.

Already, according to the latest UNAIDS
data, the death toll from HIV/AIDS stands at
18.8 million, including a heartbreaking 3.8 mil-
lion children under the age of 15. Around the
world, another 34.3 million are living with this
disease. Of that total, 24.5 million live in sub-
Saharan Africa, a disproportionate 70 percent
of the world’s victims in a region with just 10
percent of the world’s population. Infection
rates in some countries are nothing short of
shocking: a 35.8 percent infection rate among
adults in Botswana and a rate in South Africa
of 19.9%. And the disease has left in its wake
13.2 million orphans, the vast majority of them
in Africa.

What is also alarming is that even inter-
national health experts have been wrong
about the pace at which this disease would
spread. In 1991, the WHO estimated that 9
million would be infected and 5 million dead
from AIDS in Africa by 1999. Eight years later,
we find that the casualty rates are nearly triple
that estimate.

In parts of Africa where the epicenter cur-
rently resides, as well as South Asia and the
Caribbean where the disease is fast moving,
AIDS and the precipitating HIV virus have
jumped well beyond the population groups
considered most at risk in America. Millions of
women now have the HIV virus and it is being
transferred in the womb to the unborn. Indeed,
by virtually any measure, the global HIV/AIDS
epidemic may be fairly described as a plague
of Biblical proportions.

Experts also warn that the HIV/AIDS epi-
demic is no longer singularly a health issue; it
has become a major issue for economic de-
velopment. Assessments by World Bank offi-
cials call HIV/AIDS ‘‘the foremost and fastest-
growing threat to development’’ in Africa.

Yet, as bleak as the global picture is, we
know that there are effective HIV/AIDS pre-
vention and education strategies. They are
being successfully implemented in many
Western developed countries as well as in
such countries as Uganda and Senegal in Afri-
ca, and in Thailand in Asia. Those prevention
and education strategies must be replicated
many times over in a vastly greater number of
countries.

Clearly the United States has a strong na-
tional interest in combating the HIV/AIDS crisis
abroad as well as at home. Infectious dis-
eases, like HIV/AIDS, know no borders. The
number of Americans travelling overseas—
often to countries with high risks of infectious
diseases—has doubled in the last ten years,
with more than 57 million travelling abroad in
1998. Millions of Americans and their families
also struggle with HIV/AIDS and there are few
among us who have not directly or indirectly
experienced the loss of friends or family to this
disease.

While it remains the paramount responsi-
bility of national and community leads in each
country to exercise strong leadership and
commitment in dealing with the HIV/AIDS cri-
sis, the United States, other governments, and
non-governmental organizations—including
private business, religious and humanitarian
organizations—must be partners in providing
critical resources and medical knowledge.

At present, international donors—including
the United States—provide an estimated $350
million a year to address the HIV/AIDS prob-
lem in Africa. Yet, experts tell us that over
eight times that amount—or roughly $3 bil-
lion—is actually needed to do the job. This ex-

traordinary need for resources—and the reality
of the budget constraints which limit our bilat-
eral assistance efforts—underscore the urgent
need for a change in U.S. strategy to empha-
size a much stronger multilateral, ‘‘burden-
sharing’’ approach to this crisis. It is my hope
that as the appropriations process unfolds, ad-
ditional resources for HIV/AIDS can be found
to fund the innovation approach outlined in the
World Bank AIDS Marshall Plan Trust Fund,
as passed by the House, This proposal offers
the U.S. the opportunity to catalyze a much
stronger global response to the AIDS epi-
demic. Implicit in approaches involving Bretton
Woods institutions is the possibility of attract-
ing additional contributions from other donors
including, as uniquely authorized in H.R. 3519,
the private sector. For a modest $100 million
contribution from the U.S., it is my hope that
we can leverage enough contributions from
other donors—governmental and private—to
reach a total of $1 billion a year for the trust
fund.

In conclusion, let me stress that America
has a particular obligation to do everything
within its power to prevent and, ultimately,
eradicate HIV/ADIS, particularly among its
most vulnerable victims—children. Mortality
may be a part of the human condition, but all
of us have an obligation to put an end to con-
ditions that precipitate premature death, par-
ticularly at young ages. Clearly, no nation is
better positioned than the United States, with
its wealth and research capacity, to lead the
world in this cause. For the U.S. to fail to lead
at this critical juncture in history would be
moral dereliction. Out of a sense of self-pres-
ervation for mankind itself, if not simply hu-
manitarian concern for those currently af-
fected, this disease must be eradicated, what-
ever the cost. Before the 106th Congress ad-
journs, it is my hope that we will have the re-
solve and courage to meet this challenge.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the re-
marks of the distinguished gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH), chairman of
the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services. I commend him for his
service on this issue and many others
of concern to people of our country and
throughout the world. I commend the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH),
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget, for his favorably disposed pres-
entation toward the thrust of my
amendment.

I want to just state that this must be
a bipartisan effort in the House of Rep-
resentatives, and that is what we will
all be working toward. Hopefully, at
the end of the day, our position will
prevail in a bipartisan way that we will
fully fund the President’s request for
fiscal year 2000 and 2001 to meet our ob-
ligations to the G–7 and to the poorest
people in the world.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 minutes to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. OLVER), who is a member of the
Committee on Appropriations, and has
long been active in these issues of jus-
tice throughout the world.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman from California for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, this has been, at
times, an ugly debate; but then we
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should not expect anything else. This
is an ugly bill.

There are multiple reasons to oppose
this legislation, and I do oppose it. But
the utter callousness of the cuts in
what is really a very modest debt relief
funding that has been asked by the ad-
ministration, by the President of the
United States, is reason enough to op-
pose the legislation.

The President asked for $472 million
for debt relief program for this year,
and that was cut by 82 percent to a
total of $82 million. That is even more
than a one-third cut from what was
made available last year in the area of
debt relief.

Now, Mr. Chairman, it may be folly
to try to find what is common ground
in a situation like this, but I do think
that we can probably all agree that
there are some, maybe many devel-
oping nations that have experienced
declining economic conditions while
accumulating higher levels of debt
which are largely owed to the inter-
national lending institutions, the mul-
tilateral public lending agencies, the
IMF, the World Bank, also to foreign
governments, and the U.S. Govern-
ment. I think we all would agree that
that has happened.

Since 1989, the G–7 countries, at that
time Canada, Japan, the U.S., Italy,
Britain, Germany, and France, that
seven, in recognizing that this mount-
ing debt burden for some borrowers had
undermined economic growth and even
their capacity to finance absolutely
basic social and even health programs
started setting policies and extending a
series of debt relief arrangements.

The most recent of those arrange-
ments is the HPIC arrangement this
last year. Now, the 41 nations in the
HPIC arrangement, which are the na-
tions of the heavily indebted poor
countries, those 41 nations include four
from Latin America, four from Asia,
and 33 from Africa. Ninety percent of
American debt among those 41 nations
is in that group of 33 from Africa.

It is interesting that, of all that debt,
which the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN), one of the previous speak-
ers, had pointed out, that the total
debt in those nations had increased to
$169 billion. Only $6 billion of that is
debt to the United States, debt to this
government.

We are a Nation which has 25 percent
of the wealth of this world, of this
whole planet, and 25 percent of the
whole economic base of this whole
planet; and something like under 4 per-
cent of the debt to these poorest of the
poor nations is owed to the United
States.

These nations in Africa are the na-
tions in sub-Saharan Africa who are
suffering the worst of the AIDS epi-
demic, the worst of HIV/AIDS. There
are nations there where one-third of all
the adults are suffering from HIV/
AIDS. There are nations there where as
many as half of all the 15-year-old kids
can expect to die of AIDS.

There are nations where, as the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. WYNN) ear-

lier pointed out, more money is ex-
pended on the debt relief, their pay-
ment of debt in some of those nations
than they pay for all of health and all
of education, all of their social pro-
grams. I have heard, though I cannot
confirm this by any particular report,
that in cases, it is as much as four
times as much as going to attempt to
pay for that debt that has been built
up.

Yet, in this instance, the 82 percent
cut in the program that the President
asked for, cuts from the President’s re-
quest, the reduction in the President’s
request from $472 million to $82 mil-
lion, deliberately attacks the very pro-
gram, the HPIC program which had
been worked out by the G–8 nations as
a way of dealing with the debts in
these very poorest of countries.

Now, I just want to remind my col-
leagues that, and this has been alluded
to by others as well, in the calendar
years 1990 through 1992, there were a
series of initiatives of debt reduction
totalling more than $10 billion; actu-
ally it is slightly more than $12 billion.
They included a debt forgiveness for
Poland of $2.5 billion. They included a
debt forgiveness for military aid loans
to Egypt of $7 billion, a debt forgive-
ness of some $700 million that went to
African and Latin American nations,
and debt forgiveness that went to a se-
ries of African and Latin American na-
tions and Bangladesh and Asia total-
ling more than $2 billion, all of them
authorized and approved by this Con-
gress under President George Bush, the
former President George Bush; all of
them approved at that time totalling
$12 billion.

Here we are, we are now taking the
callous position that we should cut the
effort by the G–8 nations in the HPIC
countries, the poorest of the poor, cut
the President’s proposal from $472 mil-
lion to $82 million. It is virtually un-
conscionable, and it is for that reason
that I support the gentlewoman’s
amendment that is before us today.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the very
distinguished gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I join with my colleagues in support of
the Pelosi amendment, and I do so be-
cause I have been told that to those to
whom much is given, much is desired
and expected in return. In reality, we
are given much in this country; and we
are simply being asked to share some
of what we have with some of the most
needy people in all of the world.

When we talk about the paltry sum
that we are talking about providing
now for debt relief for Africa and the
Latin American countries, it reminds
me of a system of share cropping,
where individuals get just enough,
where no matter how hard they work,
no matter what it is that they do, they
can never get out of debt, and they just
keep working. When they do that, they

lose hope. They lose the feeling that
tomorrow is going to be brighter than
yesterday.

So I would hope that we would recog-
nize that the greatest gift that we can
give to ourselves is the gift of hope to
those who are hopeless and those who
are helpless. I would urge passage of
the Pelosi amendment.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I do
not think I have any more speakers. I
reserve the balance of my time and
right to close.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, how
much time is remaining on each side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI) has 371⁄2
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) has 321⁄2
minutes remaining.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
very pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from North Carolina
(Mrs. CLAYTON).

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
this time, and I stand in strong support
of her amendment and say the issue
that we are talking about is very, very
important. In fact, this bill is very im-
portant. But somehow it is very dif-
ficult for us to understand that foreign
affairs and foreign relations, the mon-
ies we spend in aid really enable us as
a country to be far more secure.

The issue we are talking about to-
night, about debt relief, is a tool we
have used to further our relationship
with a number of countries histori-
cally. We do this as a way of enabling
the country to be responsive. We do
that as a way of enabling us to have
better relationships. We did that with
the Soviet Union. We have done that
with other countries. We do that his-
torically.

But here we are with a unique oppor-
tunity in a unique time, the year of the
Jubilee 2000, all of the religious groups,
and I would say to the distinguished
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN), chairman of the subcommittee,
not only did the poor support this, but
the Protestant religions support this,
the nonprofit groups support this be-
cause it is the right thing to do. It is
right to, indeed, share what one has
with others.

But the year of Jubilee is a time, 50-
year time that says that we reexamine
the debt we have as a part of our shar-
ing our wealth with the world. I think
that, as we consider this, we have to
consider when we relieve the debt, we
are enabling those countries to be re-
sponsible in self-development of their
country, by investing in their edu-
cation, investing in their health; or
otherwise we are taking the monies
that we know they cannot afford to
pay, indeed, paying a debt oftentimes
that has gone in by another regime
that was completely irresponsible.

So I strongly support this amend-
ment. It is the right thing to do. Our
country owes it to ourselves to make
sure we share our wealth, and it is in
our security to do it.
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Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI), the rank-
ing member, for yielding me this time.

As I listened to the debate this after-
noon and evening I do say to the chair-
man, the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN), that we have had an
opportunity to work together, and I am
reminded of the support he gave me in
increasing the African Development
Fund when I first came to Congress
some one million dollars. So I know
that he is a fair person and wants to do
the right thing. But I think in his de-
bating and discussion this evening that
he is misdirected in his angst or his
disappointment.

This is not the time to utilize the ex-
pending of a nation’s funds, as he spoke
of Uganda and President and Mrs.
Museveni, who are people that I know
and have worked with. Uganda is one of
the shining stars in the fight against
HIV/AIDS, and expends a large amount
of its budget, which can be docu-
mented, to fight, treat and prevent
AIDS in Uganda. I know the ambas-
sador, Ambassador Ssempala, who is a
strong leader on these issues. And I be-
lieve that was the wrong example for it
begins to say that we dictate to coun-
tries what their needs are.

I support the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment of adding some $390 million to the
paltry $82 million, which is really more
than a shame. It does not in any way
suggest that America is who America
should be, and that is a world leader
and an investor in helping people lift
themselves up. I am reminded of the
phrase ‘‘Do not give them a fish but
teach them to fish.’’ That is what debt
relief is all about. It is to ensure that
countries who faithfully secure funds
from their own population are able to
use those dollars not for long-standing
debt relief but for food and housing and
for health care. That is what this in-
vestment means.

How can the chairman, in good con-
science, when the administration asks
for $472 million, put in the budget $82
million? That is punitive, that is a
shame, and that is not befitting of this
body.

I would simply say when people are
dying in droves in Africa of HIV/AIDS,
this is not a time to make an accusa-
tion about an airplane. This is a time
to stand up and support this amend-
ment and to relieve them of the burden
that is unfair so that they can invest in
world peace and world calm and we can
live together as brothers and sisters.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. HASTINGS), a member of the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

(Mr. HASTINGS of Florida asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentlewoman for
yielding me this time, and I rise in sup-
port of her very important amendment.

Before we discuss the particulars of
the amendment, I think we need to
look at what the base bill does. The
base bill makes deep cuts in funds
available for loans to the world’s need-
iest countries. That has been said rath-
er repeatedly here.

The 32 percent cut in funding for the
International Development Association
would severely impact the financing of
investments in health, clean water sup-
plies, education and other infrastruc-
ture needed to reduce poverty. Addi-
tional cuts are made in funding for the
African Development Bank, the Afri-
can Development Fund, the Asian De-
velopment Fund, and the Inter-Amer-
ican Investment Corporation.

The reality is that what we are doing
here is crushing nations that have been
pretty much crushed to the ground. By
allowing the debt to continue to run
and interest to rise on it, we ulti-
mately affect all such particulars that
we would not want to as a fair-minded
nation.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support for the
gentlewoman’s amendment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BACHUS), the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Domestic and
International Monetary Policy of the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, what are we talking
about tonight? I want to quote from
Charles Dickens. ‘‘It was the best of
times, it was the worst of times; it was
the season of light, it was the season of
darkness; it was the spring of hope, it
was the winter of despair. We had ev-
erything before us, we had nothing be-
fore us.’’

In 1859, it was the Tale of Two Cities,
today, sadly, it is the tale of two
worlds, one very rich, one very poor.
That is what we are talking about. We
are talking about two worlds, and we
are talking about what our world will
do to help the other world.

What is the cost of our world helping
the other world? Doing what is right,
whatever the material cost, should al-
ways be the imperative. Nevertheless,
let us attempt to count the cost, the
cost of acting and the cost of not act-
ing. When we do, I cannot in good faith
fail to embrace this unique opportunity
to help so many at such a small cost to
ourselves.

What is the cost of debt relief? At
this time, Mr. Chairman, I would like
to introduce into the record what that
cost would be for each citizen this
year, and it is $1.20. I would like to sub-
mit that for the record: $1.20.

It is a nominal amount, it is a mini-
mal amount, but it is not an insignifi-
cant amount or an inconsequential
amount when we realize what it can do

for that other world. It is the cost of an
ice cream cone. It is the cost of a gal-
lon of gas. In fact, a half gallon of gas.
It is the cost of a Sunday paper.

Against this minuscule sacrifice for
our world, what is the cost of not act-
ing? Today, in dozens of poor countries
all over the world, little boys and girls
are born into poverty, disease and hun-
ger. We in America are fond of saying,
‘‘I had a bad day.’’ We should realize
that even on our worst days we are
blessed with so much more; more food,
more shelter, more clothes, more secu-
rity, more than our poor brothers and
sisters are on their best days.

We truly cannot comprehend what
their day is like. However, I am going
to attempt to do so with one quote
from Sister Rebecca Trujillo of the Sis-
ters of Notre Dame in Nicaragua. Here
is what she writes about the plight of
the poor.

‘‘Often in my life,’’ she says, ‘‘when I
talk about the needs of the poor with
whom I work, people say, how do they
survive? How do they survive? Since
being in Nicaragua, I have taken to an-
swer in a matter of fact way, ‘Often
they do not.’ ’’ That is what we are here
tonight to decide, whether they survive
or whether they do not.

Let me illustrate, in closing, the cost
of not acting as it applies to 15 baby
girls and baby boys born today into the
poorest of countries. Of those 15, with-
out debt relief, three will die before his
or her fifth birthday. Of the remaining
12, four will suffer the scourge of mal-
nutrition, with permanent con-
sequences to their physical and mental
development. Of the remaining eight,
they are in no way fortunate. Their
chances of graduating from high
school, of drinking clean water, of suf-
fering disease and deprivation, of being
orphaned are great, sometimes as much
as 50–50. Their burdens are day-to-day,
they are painful, they are heavy.

We in America have been blessed
with a period of almost unparalleled
economic prosperity. Never in our his-
tory has one country had so much
progress, wealth and luxury. Now, with
the start of a new millennium, we can
do so much for a billion of the poorest
citizens of the world. I believe they are
our brothers and sisters. At such a
small cost to each of us, what a shame
if history should look back on us today
and say that we passed up so great an
opportunity.

The responsibility is ours and ours
alone. Our moral imperative is not
qualified by the rest of the world fail-
ing to do what is right. We cannot use
other countries’ inaction as an excuse
for our inaction. The decision is ours.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would
say the decision is three things: First,
it is a decision that will follow us. For
the people living in these poor coun-
tries, their suffering is temporal. It
will end with their lives. For us, the
decision will follow us. We will not
only live with this in this life, but we
will live with it in the next.

Second, the decision will define us. It
will define us as either a loving people,
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a people filled with grace and compas-
sion, or it will define us as a people fo-
cused on the monetary, the temporal.

And third, and I think this is most
important, this is not a decision that
the poor countries of the world will
make, it is our decision. We have the
responsibility, we have the obligation,
and we have the direction as to what is
the right thing to do. For this decision,
whether we are a follower of the Islam
religion, whether we are a Muslim,
whether we are Christian, or whether
we are Jewish, all those religions give
us a moral imperative in such a case,
and that imperative is to act.

To me, there is really only one deci-
sion.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume in
thanksgiving for the beautiful testi-
mony of our previous speaker, the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS),
and thank him for that statement and
for his incredible leadership on this
issue of international debt forgiveness.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. JACK-
SON), a member of the subcommittee
and an active champion for debt relief.

(Mr. JACKSON of Illinois asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, a few months ago this Congress
was filled with ambassadors who pro-
claimed that they wanted trade not
aid. Why is that? Because, I believe,
Mr. Chairman, that the economic elite
of every country are really the primary
beneficiaries of the global economy.

But it is not trade that is ravaging
the people of sub-Saharan Africa and
South America, HIV and AIDS are.
More than 60 percent of the export
earning potential of these countries as-
sociated with trade is being used for
debt service. It is not being used for
health care or for education. My col-
league from Massachusetts made that
very clear.

b 2030

Mr. Chairman, I want to make it
clear what we believe the problem to
be, because we heard a number of our
colleagues from the other side come to
the floor and talk about responsible
governments in sub-Saharan Africa. We
spent billions here in America edu-
cating people in English and in Spanish
about HIV and AIDS.

There are 1,500 languages in sub-Sa-
haran Africa, and they cannot possibly
educate their people about the dev-
astating disease and maintain these
debt payments. We spend billions to
educate 280 million people in America.
There are 750 million sub-Saharan Afri-
cans, and they cannot educate them-
selves and make these payments.

There are 5,000 sub-Saharan Africans
who are dying a day in the villages, in
the cities. The disease to many of them
is not HIV or AIDS, it is surrounded by
myth and superstition. Why? Because
there are hundreds of religions in sub-
Saharan Africa. And so every time, Mr.

Chairman, that my colleagues argue
that at some point in time in the near
future we will address debt relief and
we will condition that debt relief upon
no future loans, we are actually mak-
ing it more and more difficult for sub-
Saharan Africans to educate their own
people about the nature of the problem.

That is why some of us have called
for unconditional debt forgiveness. But
even if the Congress of the United
States, Mr. Chairman, does not support
unconditional debt forgiveness, the
conditions should be placed upon that
debt forgiveness on the use of those re-
sources for the education, the health
care, and the housing of their people.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. EHLERS).

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH)
may control the time at this point con-
trolled by the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN), and the gen-
tleman yields 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS).

There was no objection.
Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, I will be

brief. I do not expect to use the entire
amount of time. But I simply want to,
first of all, associate myself with the
remarks of the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BACHUS), who gave a very
moving and stirring speech a few mo-
ments ago and pointed out that what
we are talking about is providing an
appropriate amount of relief for a cost
of only a little over a dollar per citizen
in the United States, something which
I believe almost all of us can afford
quite readily. In fact, I would be will-
ing to pay quite a bit more than that in
order to cover the payment for those
who cannot do so.

I would just also comment, I am
aware that this issue is likely to be
ruled out of order and, therefore, not to
be voted on today. I would also add
that I am a cosponsor of the author-
izing bill which will deal with this
issue. I believe it is very important
that we address it.

There are many issues to be raised
regarding this as to how to handle it
appropriately, how to ensure that the
relief that is given will be used in a
meaningful way to aid the people for
whom it is intended and a whole host
of other issues. But the key point is
simply that we are dealing with na-
tions that are struggling for breath,
that are dealing with huge amounts
not just of poverty but of illness, that
are almost immobilized by AIDS and
other diseases; and it is incumbent
upon us, as the wealthiest Nation in
the world, to share some of our abun-
dance with them.

I would also note, Mr. Chairman,
that of the developed nations which are
sharing their abundance with the poor-
er nations, the United States still, to
the best of my knowledge, contributes
the least per capita of any of the devel-
oped nations. This is not a record of
which I am proud, and I hope we can
improve that.

The key, however, is to make certain
that the aid we provide does in fact al-
leviate the situation, does help those in
need, and does improve the situation in
those nations which need help.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
very pleased to yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BONIOR), the distinguished Democratic
Whip of the House.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI) for her leader-
ship on this issue. I would like to also
congratulate the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WATERS) for her leader-
ship on this issue.

There are so many people who have
been active on this and who have
shown leadership. I thank the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS),
my colleague, for his comments and, as
he pointed out, a beautiful statement
by our friend, the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BACHUS).

Mr. Chairman, I have seldom been
prouder of the House of Representa-
tives than I am tonight listening to
this debate. It is an extraordinary out-
pouring of concern and love and care
for people who need our love and our
concern and certainly our care in a
very critical time.

St. Augustine once said that charity
is no substitute for justice withheld.
And I think today we face the question
of justice. Clearly it is before us.

It has been estimated that the na-
tions of sub-Saharan Africa now owe
foreign creditors an average of almost
$400 for every man, woman, and child.
That is more than most Africans earn
in a year. And that is why these na-
tions now spend more to repay debt
than they do on primary education or
on health care.

In Tanzania, a nation where 40 per-
cent of the population dies before the
age of 35, the government today is
forced to spend nine times more on
debt repayment than it spends on
health care. Debt relief is not about
charity. It is about justice. And in this
case, Mr. Chairman, it is about human
survival. It is about helping to save
millions of children from hunger and
disease and helping prevent whole na-
tions from falling even deeper into an
abyss of poverty and neglect.

It has been said that justice is so sub-
tle a thing that to interpret it, one has
only the need of a heart. It is up to us
today to look into our heart, and it is
up to us to remember that the true
measure of America’s strength is not
only our wealth, it is our compassion. I
urge support of the Pelosi and Waters
effort to provide lasting debt relief to
save human lives and to effect justice.

I would daresay, Mr. Chairman, no
matter what the outcome of this is
today or this evening, that I sense from
this Chamber that there is a majority
of Members in this body who want to
do something and do something sub-
stantial on this issue. And I hope we
address this issue. I think we will ad-
dress this issue before we adjourn for
the year.
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Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am

pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. BROWN).

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the international AIDS con-
ference is happening right now in
South Africa with countries around the
world coming together to address the
issue of AIDS.

I ask my colleagues, what is the posi-
tion of the United States on this issue?
We are ready to fight off the
boogeyman with a $60 billion defense
system. But the real boogeyman is
AIDS, and we are standing by while it
wipes out millions of people in Africa.
And, folks, we are not excluded.

AIDS in Africa is a direct threat to
our country, especially in today’s
interconnected world. It is no coinci-
dence that recent reports show that
just as AIDS cases in Africa are on the
rise, AIDS in the United States is on
the increase again. In fact, experts are
predicting that 40,000 new infections
will occur this year.

The boogeyman is here, folks; and we
are going to be in serious trouble if we
do not stop him. Debt relief is some-
thing that is desperately needed by the
world’s poorest countries. There are
countries that have been forced to
make major cuts in health and edu-
cational spending in order to pay their
debt. I do not understand how we can
debate $20 million for debt relief, and
yet in the weeks to come my col-
leagues will come to this floor to sup-
port $60 billion on a cartoon defense
plan.

Even though our heads may be in the
sand, the boogeyman is already here. It
is wiping out communities in this
country, too.

Debt relief is something that is desperately
needed by the world’s poorest countries.
These are countries that have been forced to
make drastic cuts in health and education
spending in order to make payments on their
debts. I don’t understand how we can debate
$200 million for debt relief, and yet in the
weeks to come my colleagues will be on this
floor supporting $60 billion on a cartoon de-
fense plan.

Even though our heads seem to be in the
sand, the boogeyman is already here. It’s wip-
ing out communities in this country too. The
only way we can stop him is through stopping
the AIDS virus, and one of the best ways to
do that is through debt relief. I rise in opposi-
tion to this bill because it fails to address
some of the most critical issues in the world—
debt relief and the international AIDS crisis
that is wiping out the continent of Africa.

In Zambia, Niger, Nicaragua, Honduras and
Uganda, government spending on debt service
payments is greater than government spend-
ing on health and education combined! 4.2
million South Africans are currently infected
with HIV. If these countries were granted debt
relief, they would be better equipped to pay for
health services for AIDS, which is ravaging the
continent.

Almost half of all 15 year olds in the African
countries worst affected by AIDS will eventu-
ally die. AIDS has wiped out households, de-
stroyed families emotionally and economically,
severely damaged entire economies, and in

some countries, has killed so many teachers
that it is beginning to affect basic education.
Life expectancy in southern Africa is expected
to drop to 30.

This disease has created 8 million ‘‘AIDS or-
phans,’’ who face increased risk of malnutri-
tion and will have very little opportunity to get
an education.

Was debt relief really ever given serious
consideration in this Congress? No. Even
though it was stated on the floor during this
same debate in 1998 that ‘‘AIDS had the po-
tential for undermining all development efforts
to date,’’ many here in Washington still believe
that assisting Africa is not in the interests of
the United States. We do not live in a vacuum.
AIDS in Africa is a direct threat to our country,
especially in today’s interconnected world.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Pelosi amendment and treat the situa-
tion in Africa for what it is, a crisis.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
many Members on both sides of the
aisle who are participating in this eve-
ning’s debate. I am especially pleased
that the last four or five speakers on
the Republican side give us hope that
we will be able to reach a bipartisan
resolution to the question that is be-
fore us this evening.

I was, of course, inspired by the
statement of the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BACHUS), encouraged by the
statement of the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. EHLERS), always taught
by the statement of the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH), the chairman
of the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services, and so pleased to
have expressions of support from the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH), the
chair of the Committee on the Budget.

So I am hopeful that when we go
down this path the funding will be suf-
ficient and the policy will match the
need that we have for debt relief.

Mr. Chairman, our distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. BACHUS), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Domestic and Inter-
national Monetary Policy of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices, in his beautiful remarks of sup-
port of international debt relief com-
mented that something like $1.20 for
every American would cover what we
are trying to do here tonight and spoke
very poignantly about that being the
cost of an ice cream or Sunday paper.
I could not help but think of some
other statistics.

The World Bank estimates that sub-
Saharan African countries owe foreign
creditors an average of almost $400 for
every man, woman and child, more
than most Africans make in a year.
More than $400 for every person is
owed. This can be resolved by $1.20 for
every American, a small price to pay to
unleash an enormous amount of money
relatively speaking to the economies of
those countries that would solve the
problem of $400. One dollar solves the
problem of $400 for every person in sub-
Saharan Africa.

Some of my colleagues have ref-
erenced the statistics. The writer

George Bernard Shaw once wrote that
the true sign of an intelligent person
was that he or she was swayed and per-
suaded by statistics. I do not know if
that is true, but the statistics here are
staggering and I think very compelling
and bear repeating if they have already
been stated.

In Mozambique, one of every four
children dies before the age of five due
to infectious disease. Yet the govern-
ment spends four times more on debt
servicing than on health care.

In Tanzania, where 40 percent of the
population dies before the age of 35, the
government spends nine times more on
foreign debt payments than on health
care, according to Oxfam. We have
heard these statistics, and they go on
and on.

But I am really quite taken by the
spirit of how this debate evolved this
evening. And in that spirit, I wanted to
quote from Bernard Cardinal Law, the
Archbishop of Boston, and chairman of
the International Policy Committee of
the United States Catholic Conference.

He says, ‘‘I am particularly disturbed
by the woefully inadequate allocation
for poor country debt relief. Last
year’s legislation supporting the new,
more generous debt relief program
agreed that the Cologne summit gave
promise of a Jubilee Year 2000 that
would bring hope to millions of impov-
erished children, women, and men
around the world.’’

b 2045
I hope that we will take the hope

that Cardinal Bernard Law references
here and make it tangible in terms of
the appropriation that we need at the
end of the day.

I just want to say, though, in the
larger context of assistance to other
countries, what we do for other coun-
tries is largely what is in our national
interest to do. It is a part of a vision of
who we think we are as a country, and
we think we are great, and we are
great. And as other Members have indi-
cated tonight, it would be a sign of our
greatness for us to recognize the re-
sponsibilities that we have internation-
ally.

It is about the knowledge that we
have and, as I have said before, the di-
versity that we have in this body em-
powers us but gives us also the respon-
sibility to do something about the
issues that are before us. Our members
of the Congressional Black Caucus, of
the Hispanic Caucus, of the Asian-Pa-
cific American Caucus know the cul-
tures, the economies, the opportunities
and the needs and the urgency in the
countries of their knowledge. We
should build a plan on that knowledge,
and we have. The President has agreed
to it, he has to return next week to the
G7 meeting to answer for it. Unfortu-
nately, we will not have the oppor-
tunity to give him the funding he needs
to go there. But hopefully he can take
a message that all signs are hopeful
that Congress will meet the President’s
request of $472 million for inter-
national debt relief to meet the fiscal
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year 2000 obligation and the fiscal year
2001, both of which I hope will be con-
tained in this bill.

It is not about doing anybody a favor.
It is about the recognition that this is
in our national interest. It is about the
idea that infectious disease knows no
boundary. I would hope that a spirit of
compassion would be enough to compel
us to do this, but it has a pragmatic as-
pect of it, and, that is, as I said, infec-
tious disease knows no boundary. And
we know that as we see AIDS raging
through Africa, Asia and spreading to
the rest of the world, even the increase
in the United States when we are so en-
lightened about the subject. And it is
again about the spirit of who we are as
a country. I think the American people
expect and the American people de-
serve that we do our best to represent
us not only as a great country but as a
good country.

As I have been talking, Mr. Chair-
man, I was hoping that some of our col-
leagues who had requested time would
return to the floor. May I ask of the
Chair, are we going to have a motion to
rise, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has not
heard such a motion. The Chair will en-
tertain such a motion when offered.

Ms. PELOSI. I had been told that
there might be an intervention into
our debate.

Mr. CALLAHAN. We are waiting for
the gentlewoman to consume her time
and once she does there very possibly
could be a temporary motion to rise.

Ms. PELOSI. I appreciate the gen-
tleman saying that, but that was my
point exactly. If there is going to be a
motion to rise, I would reserve my
time and use it for other colleagues.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Before we do that,
we would like for you to either finish
your discussion on this issue or I will
ask for my point of order.

Ms. PELOSI. I see. The gentleman is
clear.

Mr. Chairman, in that case I may
have another speaker available.

Mr. CALLAHAN. We have no more
speakers.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding me this time. I want to
thank her for her eloquence and com-
mitment, and I certainly want to
thank the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. BACHUS) raising the question as to
whether we have a moral imperative to
act, and that we do.

Might I put into the RECORD, Mr.
Chairman, the very points that the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS)
was making, and I simply want to say
to the gentlewoman, you realize that
Honduras had a terrible, terrible hurri-
cane in 1998. Right now a Honduran
makes $838 a year, and similar to the
$1.20, that is a television set, and they
owe some $3 billion in debt. If we were
to help the Honduran government, this
is what they could do. They could im-

prove basic health services for at least
100,000 people, and they could hire 1,000
new teachers among other projects.

To the gentlewoman, I simply believe
this goes to my point of not giving a
fish but teaching people to fish. How
can they pay $3.3 billion in debt and
how can other nations around the
world fighting off AIDS be able to do so
with the enormous debt?

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Since the gentlewoman ended on the
word AIDS, I just wanted to pick up on
that for a moment and say that if you
compound AIDS with poverty, you
have a very, very deadly formula.
These subjects are very definitely re-
lated. In the course of the evening we
will have an amendment on AIDS, but
we will not have as much time to de-
bate that issue. But this issue of the
debt forgiveness is not unrelated to the
spread of AIDS in these countries
which have inadequate access to qual-
ity health care and to education and,
therefore, prevention.

I also wanted to make the point that
it is in our national interest because
disease knows no boundary, nor does
environmental degradation. So I am
very pleased that the American Lands
Alliance, the Friends of the Earth, the
Natural Resources Defense Council, the
Sierra Club, the International Rivers
Network, Environmental Defense, Rain
Forests International, and World Wild-
life Fund have all written in support of
our amendment, indicating that when
poor countries place their environment
in jeopardy, they will frequently have
to liquidate their natural resources as
a quick way to service their debt. We
do not want that to happen. That is
why it is very important for us for per-
sonal, environmental, health, eco-
nomic, cultural, political, for every
reason to do the right thing by sup-
porting the President’s request on debt
forgiveness.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. MENENDEZ), the vice chair of
the Democratic Caucus.

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
this time. I am glad to be on the floor
to strongly support her amendment.
This is a question not only of moral
imperative but of national importance.
The question is not a question of char-
ity towards other countries. The ques-
tion is what is in the national interest
of the United States in the context of
debt relief.

This bill contains only $69 million of
the $472 million of the administration’s
request for debt relief, and that
amount of aid will not even provide
enough resources to enable two coun-
tries, Bolivia and Mozambique, for ex-
ample, who have met all the necessary
conditions to obtain debt relief, to ac-
tually get it. The bill already short-

changes our friends and neighbors in
Africa and Latin America and else-
where and most significantly in that
part which is the most significant pro-
gram that offers highly indebted peo-
ples the greatest hope for digging
themselves out of the pits of poverty.

Mr. Chairman, I have heard many of
my colleagues here speak over the
course of the last several years about
illegal immigration. When people flee
their countries, they flee because of
civil wars or they flee because of pov-
erty. We spent in Latin America, for
example, in the decade of the 1980s well
over a billion dollars to promote de-
mocracy. And once we believed that we
achieved that, we abandoned those
countries, and overwhelmingly in the
hemisphere where 40 percent of the
people live below the poverty level,
what do we do? We have basically said
that we no longer have a commitment
to you. Yet when people cross that bor-
der, they are crossing because they are
fleeing poverty or because they are
fleeing oppression in their own coun-
tries.

When people, in fact, are ill, that
knows no borders. The diseases that
have now begun to spring up here with-
in the hemisphere know no borders. We
are not immune as a country in that
regard. When we talk about biodiver-
sity issues and we are concerned about
the quality of air here and we are con-
cerned about the diminution of the
rain forests throughout Central Amer-
ica, the Caribbean and into the rest of
Latin America and we say, ‘‘Don’t cut
down your rain forests,’’ but by the
same token we give them no relief so
that in fact they will not face a moun-
tain of debt in which they will seek to
do whatever they need to do in order to
meet their national needs.

So this is not about them. This is
about us. The gentlewoman’s amend-
ment is not a question of charity. It is
not even in the context of the spirit of
the religious orders of this country
about the golden jubilee. It is about
the national interest of the United
States, whether you talk about in the
context of immigration, whether you
talk about in the context of disease,
whether you talk about in the context
of the environment, and how much
more are we willing to spend for the
meager amount that the debt relief
would provide in terms of a beneficial
consequence to those countries, how
much more are we willing to spend
when those countries turn, as we are
seeing serious questions within the
hemisphere, turn away from democracy
and open markets and turn into a re-
newal of totalitarian governments?
Then we will spend billions of dollars
to defend democracy. But when we
could spend just millions to preserve
and promote democracy, we will not. It
is not only shortsighted, it does not
meet the moral imperative that we
clearly have, it does not meet the na-
tional interest that we have.

I urge my colleagues to join in sup-
port of the gentlewoman’s amendment.
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It is an amendment that pursues the
national interest of the United States,
and I would venture to say within this
hemisphere even the national security
of the United States.

And, lastly, our friends have spoken
eloquently here about the pandemic
that we see in the question of AIDS.
That also knows no borders. It knows
no color. It knows no gender. And in
fact we have a serious consequence if
we do not respond. We cannot silently
sit by with our eyes closed believing
that this major international health
consequence will not ultimately come
upon the shores of the United States
and that there will be no consequence
to us. Those who believe that despite
all of their claims of internationalism
in terms of trade are myopic when they
are unwilling to give the type of debt
relief as simple and as meager as it
might be here but which is significant
to these countries.

I urge the support of the gentle-
woman’s amendment, in our interest,
in average Americans’ interest, in the
national interest of the United States
and ultimately so that we can meet the
moral imperative and be the beacon of
light to the rest of the world that we
should be.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN), a
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from California has 11⁄2 minutes re-
maining.

Ms. PELOSI. Then I will have to
yield the gentleman from Virginia 11⁄2
minutes to close for our side.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. I thank the
distinguished gentlewoman for her at-
tempted generosity. I will do what I
can.

Ms. PELOSI. Perhaps the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) would
like to yield some time to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, after he hears what I have to say
probably not, because I support the
Pelosi amendment very strongly and I
do not support this bill. It is the wrong
bill from a diplomatic standpoint, from
an economic standpoint and perhaps
most importantly from a moral stand-
point. In many ways it is like walking
down the street seeing a starving kid
with his hand out in front of a store
front, putting your hand on a couple of
bucks and then decide, no, and walking
in the store and buying yourself a cigar
instead.

Why are we doing this? Why are we
so dramatically cutting debt relief,
family planning, the assistance that
starving people in Asia and particu-
larly in Africa need, the health care,
the educational assistance? We are
doing it to give ourselves a trillion dol-
lar tax cut. That is the only reason we
got such stringent allocations to our
appropriations subcommittees, so we
can afford a trillion dollar tax cut.

We are the wealthiest nation in the
history of the world. In fact, one-earn-

er families making $40,000 are paying 5
percent on average in Federal income
taxes. Two-earner families making
$70,000 on average pay 10 percent. We
have never been better off. We have
never had more capacity to do what is
right for the rest of the world. And so
here when we are confronted with the
opportunity to do what is right, to
change the lives of millions of people,
one-quarter of the population in many
of these African countries are dying of
AIDS. Think of the suffering. We can
relieve that suffering. Instead we de-
cide to give ourselves a trillion dollar
tax cut. It is wrong and it is immoral.

STATUS AND MOST RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

On June 27, the House Appropriations
Committee ordered reported its version of the
FY2001 Foreign Operations Appropriations
(H.R. 4811), providing $13.3 billion, about
$200 million less than the FY2000 Act (after
adjusting for Wye River aid package), and
$1.8 billion, or 12%, below the President’s
$15.1 billion FY2001 request.

The House bill increases the President’s re-
quest for child survival and infectious disease
programs ($815 million) and international fund
for Ireland ($25 million). Like the Senate
measure, the House bill reduces the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget in many areas: aid to
the former Soviet Union ($740 million; ¥$90
million), debt reduction ($82.4 million; ¥$180
million), the World Bank’s International Devel-
opment Association ($576.6 million; ¥$260
million), and the Global Environment Facility
($35.8 million; ¥$140 million). The House
measure further continues current abortion re-
strictions applied to USAID population aid.

H.R. 4811 dramatically cuts funding for the
poorest countries in the world, disproportion-
ately hurting African and Latin American coun-
tries. The bill contains only $82 million of the
$472 million (requested for multilateral debt re-
lief assistance—in complete disregard of the
commitment made by the G–7 countries more
than 2 years ago to provide urgent debt relief.
Overall cuts to programs that assist Africa and
Latin America total 15%. The bill cuts funding
for international financial institutions that pro-
vide loans to poor countries by one-third.

Cuts of this magnitude will make it impos-
sible to halt the spread of infectious disease,
alleviate poverty, and provide access to family
planning. The countries of sub-Saharan Africa
are forced to spend more each year repaying
debt than they are able to spend on primary
education and health care. According to the
World Bank, sub-Saharan African govern-
ments owe foreign creditors an average of al-
most $400 for every man, woman, and child—
more than most Africans make in a year.

H.R. 4811 cuts funding to fight AIDS by
nearly 20%, providing only $202 million of the
$244 million requested. In many countries, up
to one-fourth of the adult population is infected
with this horrible disease and funds are des-
perately needed to combat its spread. In addi-
tion, H.R. 4811 cuts funds requested for family
planning 29% below the amount requested.
The bill codifies the ‘‘Mexico City’’ restrictions
on international funds for family planning and
extends those restrictions to all forms of lob-
bying.

The President’s senior advisors are recom-
mending that he veto the bill.

DEBT RELIEF AND H. RES. 546

A group of Democratic House members
urged colleagues today to vote down the rule

(H. Res. 546) governing floor debate on a fis-
cal 2001 foreign operations appropriations bill
because it would not permit amendments to
boost funding for debt relief to the world’s
poorest nations.

The rule would not protect an amendment
by Representative PELOSI, to provide an extra
$390 million on top of the bill’s $82 million al-
location to match the amount President Clin-
ton requested for debt relief over fiscal years
2000 and 2001.

Treasury Secretary Summers and AFL–CIO
President John Sweeney joined lawmakers at
a press conference criticizing GOP leaders for
not supporting Clinton’s request. ‘‘It is impera-
tive for our country morally, economically and
diplomatically to provide this debt relief,’’ Sum-
mers said.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI) has expired.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
to express my concerns over the level of fund-
ing for international financial institutions. Spe-
cifically, I want to talk about this nation’s debt
relief efforts. Unfortunately, this bill reduces
debt relief efforts by $40 million from last year.
I fully understand the budgetary environment
that Chairman CALLAHAN is working under and
it is my hope that when this bill becomes its
final product, that we increase the amount we
appropriate to debt relief.

I would also acknowledge the thoughtful and
inciteful statement of our colleague from Ala-
bama, Representative BACHUS.

Last year with bipartisan support, Congress
made important steps in addressing the prob-
lem of debt relief for poor countries. Congress
appropriated $123 million to begin canceling
the debts that reforming poor countries owe
the United States, and agreed that the Inter-
national Monetary Fund (IMF) can use $2.3
billion of its own resources to finance its con-
tribution to debt relief.

The Banking Committee, the committee of
jurisdiction, authorized U.S. participation in
international debt relief efforts when it passed
H.R. 1095. Many important elements of H.R.
1095 were included in last year’s Omnibus ap-
propriations package.

These elements included that:
Poor countries must engage in an economic

reform program,
Poor countries must promote civil society

participation,
Poor countries must implement anti-corrup-

tion measures,
Poor countries must create programs for

poverty reduction, and
Poor countries must strengthen private sec-

tor growth, trade, and investment.
Our bill excluded poor countries that vio-

lated human rights, supported terrorism, or
spend too much of their resources on their
military.

Much of the effort to provide for debt relief
came from the work of so many people of dif-
ferent faiths during Jubilee 2000. Jubilee 2000
drew its inspiration from the Book of Leviticus
in Hebrew Scriptures. In the Jubilee year, so-
cial inequities are rectified, slaves are freed,
and debts are forgiven. I know that it is the
Committee’s position that it supports the ef-
forts of Jubilee 2000. That is not in question
here.

The question is how best to proceed. I want
to work with the Chairman on this important
issue and work to find more funding for debt
relief.
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I know that debt relief alone cannot solve

the problems of the world’s poorest countries.
But it is an important start and a start that we
must make.

I look forward to working with the distin-
guished chairman on this issue. I also want to
thank Chairman CALLAHAN for his service on
this subcommittee. It has not always been an
easy job. But his knowledge, graciousness,
and willingness to reach across the aisle to do
what is right is a hallmark of his service. I look
forward to continue to work with him in his
next capacity.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.
Mr. Chairman, AIDS—such an ugly disease to
think about. This ugly disease which emerged
from the shadows 2 decades ago, has dev-
astated whole regions, knocked decades off
national development, widened the gulf be-
tween rich and poor nations and pushed al-
ready-stigmatized groups closer to the mar-
gins of society.

Well, shouldn’t we do more to extinguish
such an ugly disease at home and abroad?
The time to act is now. AIDS is one of the
most critical development issues confronting
our world.

A decade ago, HIV/AIDS was regarded pri-
marily as a serious health crisis. During that
time, estimates in 1991 predicted that in sub-
Saharan Africa, by the end of the decade, 9
million people would be infected and 5 million
would die. Well, that was a threefold under-
estimation. Today, it is clear that AIDS is a de-
velopment crisis, and in some parts of the
world is rapidly becoming a security crisis too.

The cumulative effect of millions of AIDS
deaths is causing havoc in households, com-
munities and economies in countries where
HIV started spreading 2 decades ago. Alto-
gether, 95% of the global epidemic is con-
centrated in the developing world, which has
inadequate resources for halting the HIV
spread and alleviating its devastating con-
sequences. It is a fact that AIDS is unique in
its devastating impact on the social, economic
and demographic underpinnings of develop-
ment.

The time to act is now. Support our col-
league’s amendment to include an additional
$42 million, per the President’s request, to the
$202 million provided for the USAID global
HIV/AIDS program.

b 2100
Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, does

the gentlewoman withdraw her amend-
ment?

Ms. PELOSI. Does the gentleman in-
sist on his point of order?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I am going to, if the
gentlewoman does not withdraw it.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman for his course of ac-
tion.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order against the
amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation in an appropriations bill
and therefore violates clause 2 of rule
XXI. The rule states in pertinent part:

‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priation bill shall not be in order if
changing existing law.’’

I ask for a ruling from the Chair.
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-

woman from California (Ms. PELOSI)

desire to be heard on the point of
order?

Ms. PELOSI. Only to make two
points, Mr. Chairman: A, this is an
emergency; and, B, there is precedent
in the legislation with the funding for
flooding in Mozambique and southern
Africa.

So it would be consistent with what
is in the bill already for the majority
to withdraw the point of order and give
the body a chance to work its will on
the legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule. With the emergency des-
ignations in the amendment, the
amendment constitutes legislation in
violation of clause 2(c) of rule XXI, and
therefore the point of order is sus-
tained.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to announce to the
membership that the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) will make a
motion to rise. The Committee will not
be rising for the evening, it will be for
the purpose of appointing conferees on
the defense appropriations bill. Then
we will go back into the committee and
go back to the consideration of the for-
eign operations bill.

The intent is to work as late as we
can this evening. The gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and I have been
working diligently to come to an
agreement that we will be able to get
the House adjourned at least no later
than 5 o’clock tomorrow, having com-
pleted the foreign operations bill.

So we will tend to this business, then
come back to the foreign operations
bill, get through as much of it as we
can this evening, and try to finish it
tomorrow before 5 o’clock so Members
can make their plans for the weekend.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
BLUNT) having assumed the chair, Mr.
THORNBERRY, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 4811) making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2001,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.

f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 4576, DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2001

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 4576)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-

ing September 30, 2001, and for other
purposes, with a Senate amendment
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ment, and agree to the conference
asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? The Chair hears
none and, without objection, appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. LEWIS
of California, YOUNG of Florida, SKEEN,
HOBSON, BONILLA, NETHERCUTT, ISTOOK,
CUNNINGHAM, DICKEY, FRELINGHUYSEN,
MURTHA, DICKS, SABO, DIXON, VIS-
CLOSKY, MORAN of Virginia and OBEY.

There was no objection.
MOTION TO CLOSE CONFERENCE COMMITTEE

MEETINGS ON H.R. 4576, DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2001

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
offer a motion.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. YOUNG of Florida moves that pursu-

ant to clause 12 of rule XXII, the committee
meetings on the bill, H.R. 4576, be closed to
the public at such time as classified national
security information is under consideration,
provided, however, that any sitting Member
of Congress shall have the right to attend
any closed or open meeting.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG).

Pursuant to clause 12 of rule XXII,
this vote must be taken by the yeas
and nays.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 407, nays 7,
not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 395]

YEAS—407

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)

Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette

Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 07:09 Jul 13, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00077 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A12JY7.052 pfrm02 PsN: H12PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5924 July 12, 2000
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther

Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Northup
Norwood
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—7

Blumenauer
DeFazio

Jackson-Lee
(TX)

Kucinich

Stark
Waters
Watt (NC)

NOT VOTING—20

Archer
Baca
Borski
Campbell
Carson
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay

Diaz-Balart
Forbes
Gekas
Hunter
Jones (OH)
Kasich
Matsui

McNulty
Ney
Nussle
Simpson
Smith (WA)
Vento

b 2124

Mr. KUCINICH and Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas changed their vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. SHOWS and Mr. ACKERMAN
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So the motion was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 4632

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, my name
was mistakenly added as an original
cosponsor of H.R. 4632. I ask unanimous
consent to withdraw my name as an
original cosponsor of this bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BLUNT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.
f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 546 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4811.

b 2125

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
4811) making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2001, and for other
purposes, with Mr. THORNBERRY in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose earlier today,
the amendment by the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI) had been
disposed of, and the bill was open for
amendment from page 2, line 22 to page
3, line 17.

Are there further amendments to
this portion of the bill?
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. BURTON OF

INDIANA

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. BURTON of
Indiana:

OFFERED BY: MR. BURTON OF INDIANA

In title I of the bill under the heading ‘‘EX-
PORT AND INVESTMENT ASSISTANCE–
SUBSIDY APPROPRIATION’’, after the first dol-
lar amount insert ‘‘(decreased by
$25,000,000)’’.

In title II of the bill under the heading
‘‘BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE–
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT–DE-
VELOPMENT ASSISTANCE’’, after the first dol-
lar amount insert ‘‘(decreased by
$49,500,000)’’.

In title II of the bill under the heading
‘‘BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE–
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT–OP-
ERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR INTER-
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT’’, after the first dol-
lar amount insert ‘‘(decreased by
$30,000,000)’’.

In title II of the bill under the heading
‘‘BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE–
DEPARTMENT OF STATE–INTERNATIONAL NAR-
COTICS CONTROL AND LAW ENFORCEMENT’’,
after the first dollar amount insert ‘‘(in-
creased by $99,500,000)’’.

b 2130
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN), chairman of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join
the gentleman from Indiana (Chairman
BURTON) in offering this $99.5 million
counternarcotics aid amendment for
Colombia.

The gentleman from Indiana (Chair-
man BURTON) and I have long worked
together to aid the nation of Colombia,
source of most of the world’s cocaine
and more than 70 percent of the heroin
sold or seized on our Nation’s streets.

Mr. Chairman, the Colombian Na-
tional Police, the CNP, has long led the
fight against drugs and has been doing
its work effectively, although with the
limited tools that they have had.

We reluctantly went along with the
recently-passed Colombian emergency
supplemental because that is what the
Colombian government and the Clinton
administration wanted; specifically,
more aid to the Colombian military to
fight drugs.

In the end, however, everyone knows
that it is going to be the CNP that is
going to have to eradicate the coca leaf
and move gasoline from the helicopters
and spray planes along with the herbi-
cide to the distant and hard-to-reach
fronts in places like southern Colom-
bia, to eliminate the thousands of hec-
tares of coca once the army takes con-
trol of those areas.

Drug fighting is a police function,
not a military one, both in our Nation
and in Colombia. Today the CNP lacks
any real capacity to move the massive
amounts of fuel that they and the
army counternarcotics battalions may
need. In fact, they have but only one
workable supply plane, an old 1950 DC–
3.

Last year’s foreign ops appropriation
bill in the committee incorporated re-
port language at our request directing
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the State Department to buy a more
modern supply plane for the CNP, a
Buffalo, which is a small version of the
C–130 suitable for the jungles and re-
mote runways in Colombia.

Predictably, the State Department
ignored congressional advice and failed
to act. In a recent operation near the
Venezuelan border they have had to
make so many fuel runs with small air-
craft and their one DC–3 that they
alerted the drug traffickers and narco
guerillas of their plans, thereby losing
their element of surprise.

Unless we in the Congress rectify this
supply line situation, we are going to
have dozens of good helicopters for
which Congress has provided the sorely
needed funds sitting idly on the ground
in Colombia. We are going to have to
have some of the world’s most expen-
sive flower pots growing weeds under
them in Colombia unless we act appro-
priately.

Mr. Chairman, the CNP are the best
anti-narcotics police in the Americas.
Yesterday they seized three tons of co-
caine headed for Mexico and ultimately
toward our Nation. The CNP needs this
modest aid proposed by the gentleman
from Indiana (Chairman BURTON), and
we should be giving it to them, both for
the CNP and the future for our young-
sters in America.

This effort to fight drugs at the
source is in our Nation’s interest. I
urge a yes vote for its adoption.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment is simple in na-
ture. It moves money from three ac-
counts bloated with bureaucracy and
into an account which helps fight the
scourge of drugs which are devastating
our society.

As the gentleman from New York
(Chairman GILMAN) just said, our al-
lies, the Colombian National Police,
just yesterday seized three metric tons
of cocaine destined for the United
States through Mexico. This is just the
latest testament that the Congress has
provided aid to the right people in Co-
lombia.

With the six Black Hawk Helicopters
the Congress provided to the CNP last
year, the CNP has eradicated more
opium, which is used to make heroin,
than it did in 1998, and nearly as much
as it did last year, and they have only
had the Black Hawk Helicopters for 4
months.

Yet in the Colombia supplemental
aid package, the Clinton administra-
tion chose to virtually ignore our CNP
allies and start a duplicative Colom-
bian army unit, providing only $100
million to the CNP while spending
nearly $1 billion on an army unit.

Throughout the process, the gen-
tleman from New York (Chairman GIL-
MAN) and I have tried to explain why
there needed to be a more equitable
distribution of aid between the two.
Yet, despite our long involvement with
Colombia, not to mention our role as
authorizers, we were ignored.

To this end, I include for the RECORD
a letter and a request which the gen-

tleman from New York (Chairman GIL-
MAN) and I wrote to have the needs of
the CNP addressed in the supple-
mental. I wanted to offer another
amendment which would have directed
funding to the CNP, but that amend-
ment would have been subject to a
point of order that I am sure my good
friend, the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN), would have raised.

I hope that after I withdraw this
amendment, the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Chairman CALLAHAN) will con-
sider a more equitable distribution of
funds in the conference with the Sen-
ate.

The letter referred to is as follows:
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

Washington, DC, April 7, 2000.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: We were pleased to
support your Colombian aid proposal last
week, and we will continue to provide any
assistance necessary to see that the package
is enacted into law. To that end, senior com-
mittee staff members from both our commit-
tees have just returned from a bipartisan
staff delegation to Colombia. They met with
many Colombian officials, including our
friend General Serrano, and were able to
gather information about the current situa-
tion there, and about the Clinton Adminis-
tration’s Colombian aid proposal. Their anal-
ysis can help improve the efficiency of our
aid package.

BLACK HAWKS

On a bright note, the Colombian National
Police (CNP) have finally received all six
Black Hawk utility helicopters that Con-
gress provided for them under your leader-
ship, and the last three are scheduled to
begin missions next week. The earlier prob-
lems with the floor armoring have been re-
solved, and the weapons systems seem to be
operational. The only concern remains that
FARC terrorists likely have surface-to-air
missiles, and these Black Hawks are not
equipped with inexpensive flares and chaff,
which provide the best protection against
such attacks by diverting the missile away
from the helicopter. Finally, the CNP ap-
pears to be able to absorb the two additional
Black Hawks we provided to them in the sup-
plemental appropriations package passed by
the House. They are grateful!

The Black Hawks have already paid for
themselves. On a recent mission FARC ter-
rorists ambushed a squad of CNP officers
just 30 miles from Bogota in La Pena. A sin-
gle Black Hawk was able to land and extract
21 fully armed CNP officers, lifting them to
safety. It is comforting to know that the
Congress’ efforts helped save the lives of
these good men.

AMMUNITION

The .50 caliber ammunition supply appears
to still be a problem. As you may remember,
the State Department bought 2 million
rounds of .50 caliber ammunition for the
GAU–19 defensive weapons systems that were
manufactured during the Eisenhower Admin-
istration, in 1952 (see photo). Even worse, the
State Department purchased 5 million addi-
tional rounds of this aged and useless ammu-
nition (spending a total of approximately $10
million). The 50 year-old ammunition was
suitable for the weapons of the Eisenhower
era, but according to the manufacturer, it
cannot be safely used in the defensive rapid-
fire weapons systems that we purchased for
the CNP to protect our nearly $100 million
U.S. taxpayer-financed helicopter invest-
ment.

The State Department insists it can oper-
ate the weapons at a reduced rate of fire.
However the manufacturer has explicitly
warned the State Department not to use this
aged ammunition because of serious risk of
endangering the operator and/or weapon. The
manufacturer says only ammunition manu-
factured after 1983 is safe to use in this weap-
on. Clearly, this situation must be addressed
immediately, before someone is injured or
killed and/or an expensive weapon is dam-
aged or destroyed. The easy answer is to buy
new ammunition, instead of trying to do this
on the cheap.

SUPPORT CAPACITY/SUPPLY LINE

The most disturbing revelation from the
trip was the discovery that there had been
little consideration given to how the push
into southern Colombia would be supported.
The only certainty is that increased levels of
fuel and herbicide will have to be flown in
due to the remote locations of the forward
operating bases, where often even contracted
commercial planes refuse to land or there is
no commercial source to purchase gasoline.
Possibly even more critical than defending
the helicopters themselves is the ability to
support and maintain a supply line to keep
the helicopters flying. Otherwise many if not
all, of the helicopters provided in this pack-
age will constantly be waiting for their next
tank of gas or spare part.

Shockingly, the State Department plans to
use the CNP’s 2 aging DC–3’s (their third is
being cannibalized to keep the other two in
the air) as the backbone of the support ef-
fort. These planes from the FDR/Truman era
are 60 years old (see photo), do not have a re-
liable spare parts supply line, and have some
sort of mechanical trouble on nearly every
mission. Almost every flight is flown with
the potential of engine failure on take-offs
and landings due to a recurring malfunction
in the electronics system—which has been
ongoing for the last two years.

As you may remember, General Serrano re-
quested a Buffalo transport plane over a year
ago (in his 1999 $51 million priority list). Con-
gress placed report language directing the
State Department to purchase the Buffalo
supply plane in this year’s House Foreign
Operations Appropriations Report. However
the State Department chose to ignore the re-
port language, saying it was non-binding.

In order to sustain the operations tempo
necessary to be the primary supplier of fuel
and herbicide for the push into southern Co-
lombia, the CNP needs to update and in-
crease its number of supply planes. The Buf-
falo appears to be the best platform for the
project.

One specific example of the need for in-
creased supply plane capacity is a recent
CNP operation that required 18 staging
flights by inadequate fixed-wing aircraft,
like the DC–3, to supply in advance a sup-
posedly ‘‘secret’’ mission in Vichada to de-
stroy a clandestine cocaine lab. The 18 stag-
ing flights (10 for fuel alone) cost the CNP
the critical element of surprise. Unfortu-
nately, FARC terrorists had already taken
their cocaine and all incriminating evidence,
and abandoned the lab well before the CNP
was able to execute its mission. If the CNP
had the Buffalo supply plane Congress di-
rected the State Department to purchase,
the 18 trips could have been decreased to one
or two.

CRITICAL NEEDS

Mr. Speaker, we have been pleased to help
gain the support needed to pass the supple-
mental appropriations bill, however there
are a few things which have been over-looked
in the construction of this package. General
Serrano, when asked by committee staff if he
needed anything further to support both the
CNP Black Hawks and the Colombian
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Army’s push into southern Colombia, fa-
vored the following modest list of items that
he felt were critical to the CNP’s ability to
successfully execute the supply mission for
Plan Colombia. It is our hope that the House
would push for the following items in con-
ference, if and when it occurs.

$52 million—to purchase 4 Buffalo trans-
port/supply aircraft ($13 million each).

$3.5 million—to update the CNP sidearms
with Sig-Arms for the DANTI, DIJIN,
COPEZ, and CIP, the key units involved in
the day-to-day struggle against narco-traf-
fickers and their FARC terrorist allies.

$200,000—to purchase anti-missile defense
kits for the 6 CNP Black Hawks to help pro-
tect them from surface-to-air missiles.

$10 million—to purchase new .50 caliber
ammunition for CNP GAU–19 weapons sys-
tems.

$1.5 million—to purchase one additional
two-seat T–65 Turbo Thrush spraying air-
craft for CNP training purposes.

Thank you for your time and consider-
ation.

Sincerely,
DAN BURTON,

Chairman, Government Reform Committee.
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN,

Chairman, International Relations Committee.
Enclosures.

P.S. Just yesterday a newly modified Huey II
was shot down by the FARC, who look 8 CNP
officers hostage, including those wounded in
the crash. This only further proves the point
that we need to get the CNP the best equip-
ment possible, including FLIR and capable
defensive weapons systems, as this shows
anything less is dangerous, penny wise and
pound foolish.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is

withdrawn.
AMENDMENT NO. 27 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 27 offered by Ms. WATERS:
Page 2, line 25, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(decreased by $82,500,000)’’.
Page 3, line 25, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(decreased by $7,000,000)’’.
Page 30, line 8, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $155,600,000)’’.
Page 33, line 6, after the first dollar

amount insert ‘‘(decreased by $5,250,000)’’.
Page 34, line 21, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(decreased by $200,000,000)’’.
Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, my

amendment would increase debt relief
appropriations by $155.6 million to
fully fund the administration’s request
for $225 million for debt relief for the
world’s poorest countries.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard an
awful lot this evening about debt relief.
I would like to again thank my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI) for the wonderful
leadership that she has given in this
debate.

I suppose there are many who would
be wondering why are we going to hear
more about it. We are going to hear
more about it because this issue is not

going to die easily. It is not going to
die easily because we have reneged on
our commitment as leaders in this
world, and at the G–8 conference we
made a commitment. We made a com-
mitment to debt relief that has not
been honored. We made a commitment
to debt relief for the world’s poorest
countries, the world’s poorest coun-
tries that are being impoverished by
their debts.

In Tanzania, Zambia, Niger, Nica-
ragua, Honduras and Uganda, govern-
ment spending on debt service pay-
ments is greater than government
spending on health and education com-
bined. These debt payments constitute
a transfer of wealth from the world’s
poorest countries to the world’s richest
countries.

Debt relief is supported by a world-
wide movement known as Jubilee 2000.
This movement was begun by Chris-
tians who believe that the year 2000,
the two-thousandth anniversary of the
coming of Christ, is a jubilee year.

According to the Bible, the Lord in-
structed the people of ancient Israel to
celebrate a jubilee, a year of the Lord,
every 50 years. During a jubilee year,
debts are forgiven.

Supporters of Jubilee 2000 now in-
clude a diverse group of Catholic,
Protestant, and Jewish religious
groups, developmental specialists,
labor unions, environmental groups,
and other nongovernmental organiza-
tions.

These activists know that forgiving
the debts of the world’s most impover-
ished countries is simply the right and
Christian thing to do. Supporters of
Jubilee 2000 also know that debt relief
is a moral imperative. Most of the
debts owed by poor countries were ac-
cumulated during the Cold War, and
many are the result of loans to corrupt
dictators who are no longer in power.

The debt of the Congo was accumu-
lated during the oppressive rule of
Mobutu. Nicaragua’s debt was accumu-
lated under the dictatorship of the
Samosa family and the subsequent
civil war. It is unjust and immoral to
expect the impoverished people of
these countries to pay back these
debts.

From June 18 to June 20, 1999, rep-
resentatives of the United States and
other creditor countries met at the G–
8 summit in Cologne, Germany, and
they knew the Jubilee 2000 movement
was watching. These creditor govern-
ments agreed to provide faster and
deeper debt relief to heavily-indebted
poor countries, and required these
countries to target the savings from
debt relief to HIV-AIDS prevention,
health care, education, child survival,
and poverty reduction programs.

On September 24, 1999, Gordon Brown,
the chairman of the IMF’s Monetary
and Financial Committee, and the
chancellor of the United Kingdom
made the following statement about
the Cologne debt initiative:

‘‘If we are successful, it will be a
matter of not years or months but

weeks before the first country will ben-
efit from debt relief.’’

Tragically, the promises of Cologne
have not been fulfilled. The entire Co-
logne debt initiative is now in jeopardy
because the United States Congress has
failed to fund its contribution to the
program. Last year, the administration
proposed a multiyear package totalling
$920 million in appropriations for debt
relief. For fiscal year 2001, the adminis-
tration requested only $225 million.

This relatively small investment
could leverage millions more from
other creditor governments and inter-
national financial institutions. How-
ever, without American leadership,
debt relief will never become a reality.

Pope John II said, and I quote, ‘‘We
have to ask . . . why progress in resolv-
ing the debt problem is still so slow.
Why so many hesitations? Why the dif-
ficulty in providing the funds needed
even for the already-agreed initiatives?
It is the poor who pay the cost of inde-
cision and delay.’’

Let us declare an end to the indeci-
sion and delay.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
reluctant opposition to the amendment
being offered by the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WATERS).

While I support the thrust of her
amendment in increasing funding
available to the Heavily-Indebted Poor
Country Trust Fund, I am troubled
that it calls for a large reduction in
our foreign military funding programs.

The proposed $200 million reduction
in this account could end up hurting
some of the very countries we are try-
ing to help in the important HIPC ini-
tiative. For example, there is a pro-
posal for $18 million in FMF funding
for African regional stability, an effort
which would be undercut and perhaps
even zeroed out by the adoption of the
gentlewoman’s amendment.

Israel currently receives close to $2
billion in FMF funding. Do we want to
cut that program, possibly putting
that program for Israel in jeopardy at
the same time that the President is
playing host to the leader of both the
Palestinian Authority and Israel in an
effort to achieve a comprehensive
peace in the Middle East?

b 2145
Mr. Chairman, I am certain that

many of our colleagues would agree
that the answers should be a resound-
ing no. The cuts being proposed in this
amendment by the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WATERS) would also im-
pact the International Military Edu-
cation Training account thereby cut-
ting possible funding for many of the
same HIPC beneficiaries.

Do we truly want to cut off support
for military education training for
countries such as Sierra Leone and Ni-
geria and South Africa at the same
time that regional conflicts are threat-
ening to engulf most of West Africa.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that
that is a wise course of action. This
amendment would also cut the admin-
istrative budget of the Export-Import
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Bank thereby putting in jeopardy the
small business programs of that agency
and its ability to produce quick turn-
around for business applicants.

Accordingly, Mr. Chairman, I must
reluctantly ask for the defeat of the
Waters amendment. The gentleman
from Alabama (Chairman CALLAHAN)
has put together a well-balanced bill,
and I cannot support this effort to
upset that balance.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment by the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WATERS) on this debt
relief issue. I think at this period of
time in terms of our global economy
when this House has voted so many
times before to extend free trade
around the world that it is about time
that we also think about what the con-
sequences of our global economy is on
those who are most impoverished in
this world.

Mr. Chairman, the criticism of the
amendment of the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WATERS) is that she
takes money from military training
and assistance and the hope that the
former speaker, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) was trying to
convey in his remarks about the Wa-
ters amendment was the fact that by
drawing away from these funds that we
were, in essence, compromising our na-
tional security, because we would be
taking away funds that would other-
wise be going to the training and
equipping of the military in these var-
ious countries.

The very fact of the matter is, Mr.
Chairman, I cannot think of any issue
more fundamental to our national se-
curity as a Nation, moreover than
whatever we do with our national de-
fense budget, which we just closed
hearings on for the benefit of our con-
ference committee, more so than any
of this equipping and training of our
military, is the fact that we are about
to see a mass epidemic. In fact, we al-
ready have an epidemic. We have a
pandemic.

We are going to see literally half the
population of major countries in Africa
die within the next year. We are going
to see literally the life expectancy, the
average life expectancy of people living
in South Africa going down to below 30
years of age. My colleagues if we do not
think this is a national security issue,
if we think that the Waters amend-
ment somehow compromises national
security because we are taking away
from the military to support debt re-
lief, then I am sorry, the fact of the
matter is, between the short funding of
AIDS in this bill, in addition to the
fact that we are not even providing
these countries with the ability to dig
themself out of debt, those are two na-
tional security issues.

Mr. Chairman, I do not know how
this House could be so narrow-minded
in its perspective that they can hon-
estly think that we can pass a national
security bill and think that we have
the national security of our country

protected and yet, on the other hand,
cut the kinds of funds necessary to pro-
vide debt relief to the poorest countries
of the world and not think that we are
not going to be in there in the next
weeks or months or years in a military
capacity trying to bring stability from
a situation that has gone awry because
we have not provided the stability
there economically or healthwise.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is pound
foolish, pennywise for us to be talking
about national security and what we
are going to do to preserve our na-
tional security when we are under-
funding our debt relief obligations.
This is what goes around comes
around. There is no one who can con-
vince me that it is not going to save us
money tonight to put money into debt
relief, it is going to save us money in
our military accounts tomorrow, no
one who can convince me of that.

Mr. Chairman, anybody who sees
that we are in 182-plus different coun-
tries today with our military trying to
provide stability in every other place
in the world, because there is an eter-
nal conflagration because of this eco-
nomic instability, to think that we are
somehow saving money by borrowing
from Peter to pay Paul, by borrowing
out of the debt relief monies that the
World Bank has said that we need to
provide these countries, is just incred-
ible.

The fact of the matter is, this $82
million in debt relief is a fraction of
what is truly needed. So that is a na-
tional security issue.

The other national security issue is
the fact that we have an AIDS epi-
demic that is literally destroying the
continent of Africa, and it is threat-
ening to destabilize lots of countries
there. I might add, the two are inter-
twined, not only should we be pro-
viding debt relief but we should be pro-
viding the necessary AIDS money so
that we also bolster these countries
that are now suffering internally from
two epidemics, one economic and an-
other health.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the last word, and I
rise tonight in opposition to the pro-
posed amendment by my good friend,
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WATERS) but with some explanation.
Also I rise to answer some of the ques-
tions that my colleague, the gentleman
from Rhode Island (Mr. KENNEDY), just
challenged us to answer.

Debt relief in and of itself is a very
positive humane and honest goal and
should be considered by this body, es-
pecially debt relief in Third World
countries that are developing and
struggling to build new societies. Yes,
if debt relief was the only issue at hand
and it was done correctly, then my col-
leagues would have my support.

Mr. Chairman, I, in fact, am very
supportive of the idea that the Pope
has suggested with the Jubilee 2000
concept reaching out to developing
countries and Third World countries
and alleviating that burden from them,

taking it off their shoulders, this debt
burden. However, for this to be success-
ful, and to answer the challenge of my
good friend, the gentleman from Rhode
Island (Mr. KENNEDY), for this to be
successful, we have to have more than
transferring money from this pot to
that pot.

We have to have more than just say-
ing we are going to give these under-
developed countries debt relief and ex-
pecting that is going to do them any
good; it will not do them any good. It
will do them no good at all if they are
still being run by the same gangsters,
the same corrupt dictators, the same
hooligans and monsters that have been
repressing the people in the Third
World over the last two decades.

Mr. Chairman, one of my biggest
gripes about the financial institutions,
the World Bank and many of the finan-
cial institutions that are funded
through this body is the fact that we
do give money to corrupt administra-
tions overseas. For example, the people
of Indonesia right now are burdened
with billions of dollars of debt.

The fact is, in Indonesia, they are
struggling to create a democracy. By
the way, let me add, our training of the
Indonesian military has been one of the
greatest forces for building a democ-
racy in Indonesia. Let us admit that
some of this military training, for ex-
ample, in Indonesia permitted an evo-
lution towards democracy and, per-
haps, people like in Indonesia do de-
serve to have some of that debt relief
taken off of their shoulders, unless
there is a requirement saying that
these countries be headed towards de-
mocracy or there be a certain amount
of reform, we are just pouring money
right down a rat hole.

Mr. Chairman, all the things that
have been said here today about the
horrors that are going on in a devel-
oping world will get no better if we
simply transfer money to regimes that
are controlled by dictators. This shift
that is being proposed by this amend-
ment is, as I say, being done with the
best of motives. It cannot be done in
this manner.

It has to be done as part of a reform
and a comprehensive authorization
project in which we will look at how
monies are dispersed throughout the
Third World, not simply throwing
money from one pot to another, which
will result in corrupt dictators getting
their hands on the money and all the
problems that we talk about being ex-
acerbated rather than being solved.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the
gentleman from Rhode Island.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) often advo-
cates that we reduce the commitment
of America in its overseas obligations.
The fact of the matter is the gen-
tleman cannot reduce America’s com-
mitments militarily unless we are pre-
pared to help those countries make it,
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and they cannot make it if you are
squeezing every last penny out of
them. In addition to that, we do not
support them addressing their health
epidemics.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, none of that
makes any sense at all unless we have
a government in that country that is
willing to seek out those goals and try
to implement them. Simply by chang-
ing money from this pot to their pot is
not going to make those things better.

Again, I am in favor of debt relief for
these Third World countries, but let us
not give money to countries that are
not democratizing, not going through
reform. Talk about pouring good
money after bad, talk about pouring
money down a rat hole, that is the way
to waste more money.

The money the gentleman is talking
about will go straight in Swiss banks,
unless we require a certain amount of
reform and democratization to go for-
ward with this.

Mr. Chairman, in terms of military
training, again, I would agree we need
to put restrictions on our military
training as well. The Waters amend-
ment which I would like to address at
this point, the lady from California
(Ms. WATERS) has the right idea, we
should not be spending money just like
we should not be spending money with-
out democratic reform.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, we have spent a long
time discussing this issue and I hope
that we will soon be able to move on.
But before we do, I would simply like
to make one observation about the
comments of the last speaker, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER), we had some talk in the
House tonight about the position of the
Pope and the Catholic Church and var-
ious other churches. To me, what we
ought to be asking ourselves is what
we really believe our individual duties
are both to our own citizens and to
citizens of the world who do not reside
next door.

b 2200

Mr. Chairman, let me say that this
debt relief that we are talking about
tonight is not meant to aid a single il-
legitimate government. It is meant pri-
marily to help the victims of previous
illegitimate governments who have
brought economic havoc on to coun-
tries and who in the process have ru-
ined those countries’ abilities to pro-
vide a decent future.

If they cannot provide a decent fu-
ture for their citizens, they become
very dangerous neighbors to us, not
just politically and economically, but
from the simple standpoint of public
health. All one has to do is to look at
the AIDS epidemic to understand that.

Before we get too arrogant about the
other parts of the world, I think we
ought to remember one simple thing.
We are not in this Chamber tonight be-
cause we have any special value. We

were not born Americans because we
were of special worth. We were lucky
enough to be born in this country sim-
ply because God was good enough to
put our soul in a body that was born in
this part of the planet rather than
some other.

Given the fact that we have won the
luck of the draw, we owe it to our fel-
low creatures around the world to pro-
vide an element of justice for a people
who had probably not had one whit of
it from all of their own lives from their
own governments.

So we can sit here and chuckle and
make snide remarks and use an exam-
ple of one foolish leader or even a hand-
ful of them as an excuse to avoid our
moral responsibilities; but in the end,
all we are being asked to do is to write
off the books debt that will never be re-
paid anyway.

We have the concept of individual
bankruptcy in every civilized country
in the world. We have also had the con-
cept of collective national bankruptcy
for a number of countries throughout
history. We have provided debt relief to
many East European countries and
Middle Eastern countries. This time we
are being asked, at very little, at min-
uscule costs to our Treasury in com-
parison to some of the things we have
had on this floor, we are being asked to
take the one action that might enable
some of these countries to edge their
way just a bit out of misery. That is
what these amendments are meant to
development.

We are not permitted under the rules
of the House to have a real debate on
this or to prepare a real amendment.
But before this bill is finished, that is
exactly what we ought to do.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to applaud this
body because tonight we are talking
about some issues that we ought to all
address. We ought to address the issue,
are we committed to the principles of
liberty and justice? Do we stand
against slavery? Do we stand against
involuntary servitude? If we are
against these things, if we are for jus-
tice, if we are for liberty, does our com-
mitment stop at the shoreline, or does
it extend beyond our country?

In dealing with other countries,
should we extend those principles to
them? Or should we be against involun-
tary servitude only in our country, but
it is fine for us to impose it on the rest
of the world? That is a question we
should ask.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER) said these countries are
ruled by monsters, by hooligans. He
had it half right. They were. It is those
monsters and those hooligans that we
loaned this money to. It actually was
not money we loaned them. We fi-
nanced the defense industry and al-
lowed them to sell these monsters and
these hooligans weapons. These mon-
sters and these hooligans bombed their
people. They napalmed their people as

their people fought for democracy like
we did 2 centuries ago.

At the end of the Revolutionary War,
what if Britain had required us to pay
them the cost of the war? What would
we have said to Britain? These people
that we are not imposing this debt on
and requiring them to repay, they are
the very people that were beaten down
by the dictators and the monsters with
arms and weapons that we sold them as
‘‘foreign aid.’’ It is immoral to require
them to repay this money.

Let me close by saying this: debt re-
lief is not an end in itself; it is a means
to an end. It is not a total solution to
poverty, to hunger, to disease; but it is
the first step. It is a necessary step. It
is where the journey should begin to
free these countries of the burden of
debt, the chains of poverty, the shack-
les of despair, to enable them to min-
ister to the economic and social needs
of their people, of their children. It is
the first step in raising the standard of
living of those living in these impover-
ished nations, those in most need,
those most vulnerable, the most help-
less.

Without debt relief, these nations
and their citizens are overwhelmed by
debt, far exceeding their ability to pay.
These nations do not have the ability
to pay, to repay the debt and, at the
same time, to offer necessary social
and economic support to their people.

Here is the choice. We can continue
to require the debt to be paid, and as
long as we require the debt to be paid,
children will not be fed. Require the
debt to be paid and children will not be
clothed. Continue to require the debt
to be paid, and children will not go to
school.

It is our decision. Let us make the
decision. Let us not withhold from
these poor children clothes on their
backs, food in their stomachs, the right
to attend school. The decision is ours.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I will not take 5 min-
utes, but I rise to support the amend-
ment offered by the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WATERS). The world
community is crying out for help. The
people of the world all over this little
planet that we call spaceship Earth are
not crying out for bombs, for missiles,
for more guns. They are crying out for
food, for shelter, for medical assist-
ance, for economic assistance. They are
crying out tonight for debt relief.

This is the year of Jubilee. This is
the year to help, to help our brothers
and sisters in need. We have a moral
obligation to help. We shall respond to
the Macedonian call of old. There are
people in need. They are hurting. They
are suffering.

In Africa, a modern day Holocaust is
in the making. Five thousand people
will die every single day. We cannot
stand solemnly by. If we fail to act and
we fail to stand up and help, in the end,
we are not worthy of a great people or
great nation. The spirit of history will
not be kind to us.
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So, Mr. Chairman, we have a moral

obligation, a mandate to do what we
can to bring relief to our sisters and to
our brothers in other lands. We do not
live on this little island, on this little
piece of real estate alone.

Just maybe, just maybe our
foremothers and our forefathers all
came to this great country in different
ships. But we all are in the same boat
now. If we want to live in a world at
peace with itself, we must reach out
and help those in need. It is Africa. It
is a Third World today. We do not
know who it will be tomorrow.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we had a 3-hour de-
bate on this issue. The gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WATERS), the
sponsor of this amendment, made very
eloquent statements, and her compas-
sion was evident; and I support, I
think, her cause.

But we have differences on whether
or not there ought to be some restric-
tions on future borrowing, and that is
to be expected. There will always be
differences. But the difference between
that debate and this debate is that,
under the amendment of the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
she was declaring an emergency and
thus getting new money to provide for
HPIC assistance.

Under the proposal of the gentle-
woman of California (Ms. WATERS), as
advocated by the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BACHUS) just a few minutes
ago, she is advocating that they take
the money away, or a great portion of
it, from the FMF fund, the military fi-
nancing fund that goes to Israel and to
Egypt and to even Africa, $15 million
for countries south of Egypt.

So the question here that we have on
the gentlewoman’s amendment is do we
want to take the money away from
Israel and Egypt? Maybe there is some
logic to that. Do we want to take it
away from Africa?

But I am just surprised that the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS) is
standing up and telling us that he sup-
ports the gentlewoman from California,
yet he is such a strong advocate of as-
sistance to Israel, that he would be
supporting an amendment that takes
money away from Israel. I just am sur-
prised at that.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama. Does he know
where this money comes from?

Mr. BACHUS. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Let me say this to the gentleman, the
bill that reached this floor should have
had this money in it.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
claim my time.

Mr. BACHUS. It is not we that had
chosen one or the other.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
not yielding to the gentleman for that
type of conversation.

The CHAIRMAN. Both gentlemen
will suspend. The time is controlled by
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN).

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. No, I will not yield.
Mr. Chairman, I will yield to the gen-

tlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS) because it is her amendment. I
am rising simply to say that, if we are
going to do it, we ought to do it at a
time when there is an opportunity to
either increase the budget allocations
or have it declared an emergency.

I had a conversation with the gentle-
woman earlier before this discussion. I
think there is going to be an oppor-
tunity before we leave this session, as
a result of the debates taking place at
Camp David, to discuss emergency sup-
plemental appropriations; and that
would be the appropriate time, I think,
for her to bring this message to the
House.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I am happy to yield
to the gentlewoman from California.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, let me
just say that, certainly, if the amend-
ment of the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI) for an emergency
appropriation had been honored, and
maybe that is the appropriate way or
the better way to do it, I would not
have come with this amendment that
would have to find offsets in other
places. But given that it was not, I
have come with this amendment.

However, we have had a conversation
where the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN) has indicated a sincere
desire to work with us and to find
money in light of the fact there will be
some continuing negotiations about
money as the whole peace agreement is
being discussed.

But what I would like to say is this,
I would not like to have my amend-
ment cast as an amendment that is for
or against Israel.

b 2215
I do not think that gets us anywhere

in doing that.
And I want to say something to my

colleague about the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. BACHUS). The gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS) and I serve
on the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services, and we disagree on a
lot of things and over the years we
have disagreed. I believe that debt re-
lief was our finest moment. I think it
was a superb moment for the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS)
and the leadership that he provided in
the most honest and sincere way. And
I want to tell my colleague that it soft-
ened my real concerns about what and
who I thought the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BACHUS) was.

This has been a learning experience
for all of us, and so he is not opposed to
Israel and I do not want it cast that
way.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I would tell the gen-

tlewoman that of a total $3.5 billion in
the bill for FMF, such a huge percent-
age, right or wrong, goes to Egypt and
Israel that the only way we could get
the money would be to take it from
those funds. So maybe it all could
come from Egypt. That might be the
best way to do it. Maybe it all could
come from Israel. Maybe there would
be no need. Maybe they could use the
balance of the $200 million and not give
financing to anyone else in the world.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I have spoken at
length on support for international
debt relief earlier and was not going to
seek time now, but I do want to set the
record straight. My distinguished
chairman represents that support for
the legislation of the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WATERS), and im-
plied in that that the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. BACHUS) in his support of
that amendment, is taking money from
Israel or the Middle East peace, and
that is not so. The offset in the Waters
bill is $200 million. The non-Middle
East foreign military financing money
in the bill is $230 million.

So it is possible to take this $200 mil-
lion from FMF without touching the
Middle East peace money, and it is
really, I am sad to say, disingenuous to
say that if we support this bill the
money is coming out of the Middle
East. It is coming out of the FMF ac-
count which has $230 million beyond
the Middle East peace money and $200
of that is what the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WATERS) is drawing
upon.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. PELOSI. I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. BACHUS. Well, I would like to
approach it in a different way, and I
think a consensus has been built on the
floor of this House from everyone.

I have heard no one stand up and say
that this is something that should not
be done. I have heard the gentleman
from California, and the gentleman
from California obviously has not read
the legislation because he says that it
will go to monsters in countries who
abuse human rights. In the legislation
it restricts money for those countries.
So I would simply say to you, when you
speak on this legislation, have some
understanding of it. Do not claim that
we need things in the legislation which
are already there and have been since
the beginning of this legislation.

But despite that, let me simply say
this. A consensus is building here to-
night, and whether it is on the floor of
this House tonight or it is 2 weeks from
tonight, if everyone has spoken the
truth on the floor of this House to-
night, with some exception, some are
not supporting debt relief, some do not
believe that it is a good idea, and I ap-
plaud their honesty, I applaud their
honesty to say $1.20 is too much to
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spend to save 40,000 people a day. If my
colleagues believe that, say it and we
will have a vote. But sometime before
we go home this year, we should fund
this, if we believe that we should do
something about 40,000 people a day,
that we could save a number of those
people. No one that has looked at this
issue believes that it will not help.
There is no one that has looked at this
issue that has said it is not the first
step.

If we are not concerned enough for
children, half the children in these
countries who never go to school, not
attend one day in school; if we are not
concerned that children in these coun-
tries are not vaccinated, a 50 cent shot,
and as a result they are dying every
day; if $1.20 a year is too much, then
vote against debt relief. But I would
say that the majority of this body rec-
ognizes that it is not only in their in-
terest, it is in our interest, it is in our
best interest.

If my colleagues have looked at this,
if they have looked at this issue, far
more than anything else they are con-
vinced that this is in our national in-
terest. We have diseases that were
thought to be extinct that are now
spreading across the globe because of
conditions in these countries. They are
reaching our shores. They are killing
our people. We cannot turn our backs
on these conditions without them spill-
ing over our shores. We spend $400 bil-
lion and $500 billion making the world
safe through arms, yet we turn our
back on $1 billion for food, for security
and peace.

Why can we not do as Eisenhower did
with the Marshall Plan? Why can we
not give peace a chance? Do we have to
change the world only through ship-
ping arms around the world? And if we
do it and it is necessary, is it necessary
to the tune of $400 billion, yet we can-
not find a billion for this? Those are
questions we will all have to answer.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
whereas my name has been used sev-
eral times and I was not paid the cour-
tesy of being yielded to by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY); yet,
when I was on the floor I was very
happy to yield for a question, even
when I had not used another Member’s
name, I think we should reexamine the
courtesies that we are trying to pay to
each other to maintain a debate on a
very important issue. And I am very
pleased and thank the gentleman from
North Carolina very much for yielding
to me.

There have been some very, very
heartfelt points made here tonight.
And this, of course, is an issue that
tugs at our heart strings. But if we do
not use our heads, none of the things
that were just talked about that were

so important, immunizations, school-
ing for children, food for people who
are starving, not one of those goals will
be achieved. Because although the gen-
tleman may think that I do not know
about this bill, the gentleman may not
know about this bill if he claims that
there is a demand in this bill for de-
mocracy, for freedom of the press, for
opposition parties, for everything that
ensures that the countries that receive
this type of debt relief will use the
money honestly that they get and the
resources that they have available;
that they will use them honestly or for
immunization or for these benevolent
purposes.

No, the only thing in the bill that
even touches on that says the money is
not going to go to countries that have
egregious human rights violations. All
right, that is a step in the first direc-
tion, but that does not even go 10 per-
cent of the way.

All the speeches we have heard to-
night that have tugged at our heart
strings, yes, the benevolent souls, and
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WATERS), who has a wonderful motive
in proposing this today, I will say that
this does not achieve any of the ends
that we heard about on the floor today
because it ignores the central require-
ment that will achieve those ends, and
that is that the countries that we are
giving debt relief to have to be under
the control of democratically elected
governments, governments that have
opposition parties, and freedom of the
press, or all the resources that the gen-
tlewoman is talking about that will be
used for immunization will not go to
those noble purposes. They will go, in-
stead, to Swiss bank accounts, they
will instead go to arms to repress their
own people.

Because, yes, believe it or not there
are gangsters in this world that control
countries. Believe it or not there are
monsters that are murdering people
throughout this world. And the last
thing we should do is give debt relief to
regimes that are controlled by those
kind of people. If my colleague wants
the votes of people like myself, please
add this into the bill.

I am on the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) and I, and
the rest of the members of the com-
mittee, can work out an authorization
bill that accomplishes the ends that we
are talking about. Just like the gentle-
woman from Georgia (Ms. MCKINNEY),
who 3 years ago challenged us as to
why we were sending so many weapons
to all these countries in the developing
world. And I said to her that I would
support her, let us not send any weap-
ons to dictatorships, and we came up
with a code of conduct.

I challenge those of my colleagues
who are speaking with their hearts to-
night to work with us on this side of
the aisle to put together legislation
that will prevent money from going to
these vicious dictatorships, prevent
these loans to these vicious dictator-

ships, so that when they have demo-
cratic peoples on the ascendancy, they
will not be burdened with these bur-
dens like the people of Indonesia. We
can do that.

I, in fact, have tried to propose that
to Export-Import Bank loans and to
other World Bank financial dealings.
But, no, we have not gotten any sup-
port from this side of the aisle or that
side of the aisle for something like
that. Let us help the decent people of
the world who are struggling to have
the inoculations of their children, to
teach their children. Let us make sure
that the money is going to those re-
gimes that have a chance.

What good would it have been to the
people of Eastern Europe, for example,
had we provided debt relief, which we
did by the way to those countries,
when they were still Communist dicta-
torships? That makes no sense at all.
So let us make sure that we include
the one element in the gentlewoman’s
proposal that will make it work rather
than make it achieve just the opposite,
and that is to put those type of re-
quirements that we are dealing with
countries that have democratic institu-
tions in place.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. I yield
to the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, let me
quickly make two points. Twenty-two
nations under this legislation are eligi-
ble for debt relief. Not one of them is a
dictatorship. Let me repeat that.
Twenty-two nations are eligible for re-
lief under this legislation. Not a one of
them is a dictatorship.

Number two. Yes, we loaned much of
this money, most of this money, to dic-
tatorships. We never should have done
it. We have loaned it to these mon-
sters, and they did take it and they put
it in Swiss bank accounts and that is
where it went.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

I also think that it is an abomination
that out of the $472 million requested
that $82 million has been approved. I
heard earlier the chairman of the sub-
committee talk about a person that
bought a plane in Uganda. He said that
it was really a horrible thing that was
done. Well, let me just say a few things
about Uganda.

First of all, the President of Uganda
reduced the military budget by 75 per-
cent, and he put the money into work-
ing with the people. The President of
Uganda has had the first country in Af-
rica where the AIDS pandemic has been
leveled off and is in the possibility of
being decreased. The President of
Uganda has started elementary edu-
cation for girls in that country. The
President of Uganda had to pay back
money to Asians expelled on December
4 of 1972 by Idi Amin, and those people
have been able to come back to Uganda
and the World Bank said that Presi-
dent Museveni had to restore their
property and pay them back the land,
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which he did. President Museveni re-
duced the civil service by 50 percent in
his country.

President Museveni of Uganda, the
one that the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN) castigated earlier,
went to Sudan on the border and
fought the Lord’s Resistance move-
ment, who are people who were dealing
with the terrorism in Sudan that went
ahead to blow up U.S. embassies in
Kenya and Tanzania.

b 2230

President Museveni has reduced
crime in his area. President Museveni
is looked at as a leader in the country.
And I am not defending buying a plane.
But we have ECOWAS, which is a West
African group of countries, we have the
OAU, we have SADAK in the south, we
have other kinds of North African
countries, we have people that have to
get around.

They do not have commercial air-
lines like we have here. And so the
worst thing that I have heard is that a
president who has done magnificent
things in his country bought a plane.
Now, perhaps he should have bought
maybe one of our used planes perhaps.
But right now we have the former
president of Botswana stuck in
Istanbul trying to get to an OAU meet-
ing because a meeting in Algiers was
canceled.

I think that we take an issue where
Russia, hundreds of millions of dollars
have gone down into the Mediterranean
where Russian people are very wealthy
at this time. We have heard the reports
of Bosnia, hundreds of millions of dol-
lars. We have seen what is happening in
Kosovo. But no one talks about that. I
think it is racist to pick out one simple
issue and put it in an appropriations
bill because someone decided that they
had to get a plane to move around the
continent and, therefore, debt relief
should not go on.

It is absolutely absurd. We take one
simple issue and make that a magna
issue. If people knew what was going
on in some of these countries where
debt relief takes 50 percent of the budg-
et, where they have reduced the whole
question of the military, where they
have gone and fought AIDS, where they
support the United States by fighting
terrorism in Sudan, then we turn
around and have people say, well,
somebody bought a plane; and, there-
fore, our debt relief is being wasted. I
think it is obscene; it does not make
any sense.

When we look at what is going on in
the Cold War, we gave Mobutu money,
we said go and deal with South Africa
with P.T. Bolton and the white regime
in South Africa because they were
against communism. We went to
UNITA in Angola and said, here is all
the money you need to fight against
the Communists. We do not care how
much you steal. And we supported
them. We took President Doe who
killed the first family in Liberia and
sent him all the money in the world for

10 years because he was against Com-
munism.

I was against Communism, too. But
all those debts that we have is because
the blood was shed in Africa for the
Cold War. Nowhere else was there blood
shed other than a country or two in
South America. It was all on the con-
tinent of Africa where Communism was
going to have its line in the sand.

What we did was we should not have
supported Mobutu. That is why they
need money to do away with the debt
in the Congo. We should not have sup-
ported the people in UNITA that we
said give them all the guns they want,
we do not care what they do to their
people, we know they are stealing the
money, but you know what, they do
like a Communist. Well, I do not like
Communism either, but now we are
going to sit back and pontificate about
how we have this money that was
owed. It was a disgrace that we gave
the money in the first place.

It is absolutely wrong to sit back and
talk about we are not putting the
money in the right place. It is wrong.
This money should be restored. I think
it is absolutely unconscionable to
think that with AIDS and all the other
problems going on that we could sit
around talking about we do not have a
need for debt relief.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I am a new member of
the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services; and over this past ses-
sion, I have had an opportunity to hear
us debate the issue of debt relief.

More recently in Banking, we have
had a discussion of a bill called Prohib-
iting Predatory Lending, where lenders
have preyed upon low-income mostly
inner-city minority senior women and
caused them to put themselves deeper
in debt than they were before the lend-
ing was had.

Tonight we have the opportunity to
step up to get rid of the predatory lend-
ers, to not be predatory lenders any
more for the African nations. We have
the right and the opportunity to make
it right, to let these nations step away
from these predatory loans and allow
them the opportunity to begin anew, to
provide relief so that African growth
and opportunity can be had, so that Af-
rican people can have jobs, so that Af-
rican people can be relieved of unneces-
sary debt.

We want and we should as a country
be prepared to step up to the plate be-
cause we all want to get into Africa
and do business. We know how rich Af-
rica is, what opportunities there are
for growth not only for that country
but for our country as well. So why not
give them the opportunity to be re-
lieved of debt?

And do not think that we can run
through Africa and do business and not
get AIDS. AIDS is a serious issue. It is
an economic security issue that will af-
fect us all. So it is time now for us to
in fact do the right thing and give debt
relief.

And, see, I am not talking about
heartstrings. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia kept talking about my
heartstrings are tugged, I feel sorry for
the African people. It is not about
heart. It is about money. We need
money to relieve the African countries
of the debt. Let us stop talking about
heart. Let us stop talking about moral-
ity. Get them from under the debt.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. MEEKS).

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentlewoman for
yielding.

Let me say I rise in support of the
amendment by the gentlewoman from
California. Let me say that the camera
of history is now rolling on us and the
camera of history will judge us and we
will be judged by how we treat the
least among us. We will be judged by
how we treat the least among us.

This is a question about motivation.
For sure, as my colleague, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE),
indicated, we had motivation to find
some money when the Cold War ex-
isted. Where is the motivation to find
money for humanitarian interests?
Five thousand people are dying a day.
Where is the motivation to find
money?

Now, sometimes we forget our own
history right here in this country. I
hear my colleagues talking about all
the things that are going wrong in Af-
rica. Do we have to remember the his-
tory of this country, the wild wild West
and all the crazy things that were
going on here? Do we have to remem-
ber that many of the individuals who
now are the upper echelon in this coun-
try, their families were crooks and did
illegal activities? It was an evolving
thing.

Many of the countries that we want
to help, as my colleague from New Jer-
sey so poignantly said, we, in order to
fight against Communism, we financed
it, we did not care what they did, and
we gave them money; and now we have
this debt.

We live in the greatest fiscal times of
our lives; yet we are going to turn our
back on people who have blood like we
do, on people who have needs like we
do. How can we turn our backs in this
time and in this day and in this age?

We must never forget who we are and
where we came from. This was not just
given to us here in America. As I indi-
cated earlier, those to whom much is
given, much is required. Much is re-
quired of us now. We must not turn our
backs on the least of us. We must sup-
port, we must pass this amendment by
the gentlewoman from California.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 546, further proceedings on
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the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS)
will be postponed.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE) having assumed the
chair, Mr. THORNBERRY, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 4811) making
appropriations for foreign operations,
export financing, and related programs
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2001, and for other purposes, had come
to no resolution thereon.

f

LIMITATION ON AMENDMENTS
DURING FURTHER CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 4811, FOREIGN OP-
ERATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING,
AND RELATED PROGRAMS AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2001

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that during further
consideration of H.R. 4811 in the Com-
mittee of the Whole pursuant to House
Resolution 546, no further amendment
to the bill shall be in order except:

(1) pro forma amendments offered by
the chairman or ranking minority
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations or their designees for the pur-
pose of debate;

(2) the following additional amend-
ments, which shall be debatable for 60
minutes:

One of either the amendment printed
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and
numbered 11 or the amendment num-
bered 15; and the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LEE), regarding Child
Survival and Disease Program Fund;

(3) the following additional amend-
ments, which shall be debatable for 30
minutes:

The amendment printed in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD and numbered 28;
and the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PAYNE) regarding Development
Assistance;

(4) the following additional amend-
ments, which shall be debatable for 20
minutes:

One of either the amendment printed
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and
numbered 5 or the amendment num-
bered 6; the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE) regarding conscrip-
tion under the age of 18; and the
amendment printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD and numbered 18;

(5) the following additional amend-
ments, which shall be debatable for 10
minutes:

The gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
BEREUTER) regarding North Korea; the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. BAKER)
regarding Panama; the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. SMITH) regarding bio-
technology research; the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) regarding Child
Survival and Disease Program Fund;
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN)

regarding the Tariff Act; the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
regarding peacekeeping operations; the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE) regarding Economic Support
Fund; the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PAYNE) regarding Congo; the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE)
regarding sanctions against Angola;
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PAYNE) regarding peacekeeping oper-
ations; the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PAYNE) regarding Sudan; the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE)
regarding restrictions on assistance to
governments destabilizing Angola; the
gentleman from California (Mr. MENEN-
DEZ) regarding Peru; the gentleman
from California (Mr. FILNER) regarding
Economic Support Fund; the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS)
regarding section 558; the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. CAPUANO) re-
garding Armenia Azerbaijan peace and
democracy initiative; the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. CAPUANO) re-
garding termination of unilateral agri-
cultural or medical sanctions; the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER)
regarding honor crimes; the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. JACKSON) regarding
the African Development Bank; the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) re-
garding international financial institu-
tion loans; the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR) regarding the Ukraine;
the gentleman from California (Mr.
SHERMAN) regarding Child Survival;
and the amendments printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and numbered
7, 9, 13, 16, 17, 19, 20, 23, 24, 25 and 26.

Each additional amendment may be
offered only by the Member designated
in this request, or a designee, or the
Member who caused it to be printed, or
a designee, and shall be considered as
read. Each additional amendment shall
be debatable for the time specified
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent, shall not
be subject to amendment, and shall not
be subject to a demand for a division of
the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alabama?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, I make
the following announcement: that it is
our intention if this unanimous con-
sent request is agreed to that the Com-
mittee will reconvene and will con-
tinue working on this bill until 1
o’clock in the morning. However, any
votes will be rolled until tomorrow. We
would convene at 9 o’clock tomorrow
morning and, hopefully, be able to fin-
ish this bill by 4 or 5 o’clock in the
afternoon and be able to adjourn for
the weekend.

So I just use the time to make that
announcement.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I want to thank the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS)

and the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. CLYBURN), the chair of the
Black Caucus, for their leadership in
putting all this together.

b 2245

I want to say to my distinguished
chairman, at last we have found some-
thing to agree on this evening. So I
support his unanimous consent re-
quest. I just want to make note that I
am not certain in paragraph 3 whether
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD amend-
ment is 27 or 28. Do we know what that
is?

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. PELOSI. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. It would
be No. 28 in the printed unanimous con-
sent request. We completed No. 27.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object,
and I will not object, but I do ask the
gentleman for clarification so that the
Members will understand. By con-
tinuing on until 1 o’clock in the morn-
ing, the amendments as printed will
come up in that particular order. Is
that our understanding?

Mr. CALLAHAN. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I then withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair would state that it is the Chair’s
understanding that the amendments
will be considered in the order in which
they appear in the bill.

f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 546 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4811.

b 2245

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
4811) making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2001, and for other
purposes, with Mr. THORNBERRY in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose earlier today,
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a request for a recorded vote on the
amendment by the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WATERS) had been post-
poned and the bill was open for amend-
ment from page 2, line 22, to page 3,
line 17.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
today, no further amendment to the
bill shall be in order except pro forma
amendments offered by the chairman
and ranking member of the Committee
on Appropriations or their designees
for the purpose of debate and the fol-
lowing additional amendments, which
may be offered only by the Member
designated in the order of the House or
a designee, or the Member who caused
it to be printed or a designee, shall be
considered read, shall be debatable for
the time specified, equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for a division of the question:

(1) The following additional amend-
ments, which shall be debatable for 60
minutes:

One of either the amendment printed
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and
numbered 11 or the amendment num-
bered 15; and amendment by Ms. LEE,
regarding child survival and disease
program fund.

(2) The following additional amend-
ments, which shall be debatable for 30
minutes:

The amendment printed in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD and numbered 28;
and the amendment by Mr. PAYNE, re-
garding development assistance.

(3) The following additional amend-
ments, which shall be debatable for 20
minutes:

One, one of either the amendment
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
and numbered 5 or the amendment
numbered 6; two, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, regarding conscription under
the age of 18; and, three, the amend-
ment printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD and numbered 18.

(4) The following additional amend-
ments, which shall be debatable for 10
minutes:

The amendment by Mr. BEREUTER re-
garding North Korea; Mr. BAKER re-
garding Panama; Mr. SMITH of Michi-
gan regarding biotechnology research;
Mr. BROWN of Ohio regarding child sur-
vival and disease program fund; Mr.
BROWN of Ohio regarding the Tariff
Act; Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas regard-
ing peacekeeping operations; Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas regarding Economic
Support Fund; Mr. Payne regarding
Congo; Mr. PAYNE regarding sanctions
against Angola; Mr. PAYNE regarding
peacekeeping operations; Mr. PAYNE
regarding Sudan; Mr. PAYNE regarding
restrictions on assistance to govern-
ments destabilizing Angola; Mr.
MENENDEZ regarding Peru; Mr. FILNER
regarding Economic Support Fund; Mr.
CONYERS regarding section 558; Mr.
CAPUANO regarding Armenia-Azer-
baijan peace and democracy initiative;
Mr. CAPUANO regarding termination of
unilateral agricultural or medical

sanctions; Mr. NADLER regarding honor
crimes; Mr. JACKSON of Illinois regard-
ing the African Development Bank; Mr.
LATHAM regarding international finan-
cial institution loans; Ms. KAPTUR re-
garding the Ukraine; Mr. SHERMAN re-
garding child survival; and the amend-
ments printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD and numbered 7, 9, 13, 16, 17, 19,
20, 23, 24, 25, and 26.

Are there further amendments to
this portion of the bill?

If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

For administrative expenses to carry out
the direct and guaranteed loan and insurance
programs (to be computed on an accrual
basis), including hire of passenger motor ve-
hicles and services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109, and not to exceed $30,000 for official re-
ception and representation expenses for
members of the Board of Directors,
$62,000,000: Provided, That necessary expenses
(including special services performed on a
contract or fee basis, but not including other
personal services) in connection with the col-
lection of moneys owed the Export-Import
Bank, repossession or sale of pledged collat-
eral or other assets acquired by the Export-
Import Bank in satisfaction of moneys owed
the Export-Import Bank, or the investiga-
tion or appraisal of any property, or the
evaluation of the legal or technical aspects
of any transaction for which an application
for a loan, guarantee or insurance commit-
ment has been made, shall be considered
nonadministrative expenses for the purposes
of this heading: Provided further, That, not-
withstanding subsection (b) of section 117 of
the Export Enhancement Act of 1992, sub-
section (a) thereof shall remain in effect
until October 1, 2001.
OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION

NONCREDIT ACCOUNT

The Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion is authorized to make, without regard
to fiscal year limitations, as provided by 31
U.S.C. 9104, such expenditures and commit-
ments within the limits of funds available to
it and in accordance with law as may be nec-
essary: Provided, That the amount available
for administrative expenses to carry out the
credit and insurance programs (including an
amount for official reception and representa-
tion expenses which shall not exceed $35,000)
shall not exceed $37,000,000: Provided further,
That project-specific transaction costs, in-
cluding direct and indirect costs incurred in
claims settlements, and other direct costs
associated with services provided to specific
investors or potential investors pursuant to
section 234 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, shall not be considered administrative
expenses for the purposes of this heading.

PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct and guaranteed
loans, $24,000,000, as authorized by section 234
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to be
derived by transfer from the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation noncredit ac-
count: Provided, That such costs, including
the cost of modifying such loans, shall be as
defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That
such sums shall be available for direct loan
obligations and loan guaranty commitments
incurred or made during fiscal years 2001 and
2002: Provided further, That such sums shall
remain available through fiscal year 2010 for
the disbursement of direct and guaranteed
loans obligated in fiscal years 2001 and 2002:
Provided further, That in addition, such sums
as may be necessary for administrative ex-

penses to carry out the credit program may
be derived from amounts available for ad-
ministrative expenses to carry out the credit
and insurance programs in the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation Noncredit Ac-
count and merged with said account: Pro-
vided further, That funds made available
under this heading or in prior appropriations
Acts that are available for the cost of financ-
ing under section 234 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, shall be available for pur-
poses of section 234(g) of such Act, to remain
available until expended.

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 661 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, $46,000,000, to remain
available until September 30, 2002.

TITLE II—BILATERAL ECONOMIC
ASSISTANCE

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

For expenses necessary to enable the Presi-
dent to carry out the provisions of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, and for other
purposes, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2001, unless otherwise specified
herein, as follows:

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

CHILD SURVIVAL AND DISEASE PROGRAMS FUND

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of chapters 1 and 10 of part I of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, for child
survival, basic education, assistance to com-
bat tropical and other infectious diseases,
and related activities, in addition to funds
otherwise available for such purposes,
$834,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That this amount shall be
made available for such activities as: (1) im-
munization programs; (2) oral rehydration
programs; (3) health and nutrition programs,
and related education programs, which ad-
dress the needs of mothers and children; (4)
water and sanitation programs; (5) assist-
ance for displaced and orphaned children; (6)
programs for the prevention, treatment, and
control of, and research on, tuberculosis,
HIV/AIDS, polio, malaria and other infec-
tious diseases; and (7) basic education pro-
grams for children: Provided further, That
none of the funds appropriated under this
heading may be made available for non-
project assistance, except that funds may be
made available for such assistance for ongo-
ing health programs: Provided further, of the
funds appropriated under this heading, not
to exceed $125,000, in addition to funds other-
wise available for such purposes, may be
used to monitor and provide oversight of
child survival, maternal health, and infec-
tious disease programs: Provided further,
That the following amounts should be allo-
cated as follows: $290,000,000 for child sur-
vival and maternal health; $30,000,000 for vul-
nerable children; $202,000,000 for HIV/AIDS;
$99,000,000 for other infectious diseases;
$103,000,000 for children’s basic education;
and $110,000,000 for UNICEF: Provided further,
That of the funds appropriated under this
heading, up to $37,500,000 may be made avail-
able for a United States contribution to the
Global Fund for Children’s Vaccines.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. LEE

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Ms. LEE:
Page 6, line 25, after the dollar amount in-

sert (‘‘increased by $42,000,000).
Page 7, line 21, after the first dollar

amount insert ‘‘(increased by $42,000,000)’’.
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Page 34, line 21, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(decreased by $42,000,000)’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) and a
Member opposed each will control 30
minutes.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama reserves a point of
order.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) for 30
minutes on her amendment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

This amendment adds $40 million to
the child survival and disease fund to
the amounts allocated in that account
for HIV/AIDS and really derives that
funding from the FMF account.

Mr. Chairman, I had the privilege to
be part of the official United States
delegation at the 13th International
Conference on AIDS in Durban, South
Africa. I returned yesterday with an
even more sense of urgency regarding
the HIV/AIDS pandemic throughout
the world and especially in sub-Saha-
ran Africa. There are over 10,000 people
in Durban, South Africa breaking the
silence on HIV/AIDS about the devasta-
tion of the AIDS pandemic this week.
Our United States delegation is led by
our very able Surgeon General, Dr.
Satcher, and Sandy Thurman, Director
of the Office of National AIDS Policy.

Can you imagine that in several
countries now, life expectancy has been
reduced from 70 years of age to 30 years
of age because of this killer disease?
This means also that many 13-year-old
girls and boys will not live beyond 30
years of age because they will die from
AIDS. This also means that years of
development and progress have been
really wiped from the face of the earth.

Also, can you imagine now that there
are over 12 million orphans in Africa?
These children’s fate lay unknown be-
cause their parents have died. And by
the year 2010, there will be 40 million
orphans in Africa. This is the number
of children in America’s public schools.
Also, believe it or not, it is mind-bog-
gling to know this, but in Durban, we
talked about this and documented this
and discussed this, that in many coun-
tries 20 to 38 percent of the country’s
populations have HIV/AIDS.

This further cripples Africa because
it does move to threaten economic sta-
bility which is a security threat as
well, not only in terms of African secu-
rity but in terms of our own national
security. Can you imagine that this is
really only the beginning? It is only
the tip of the iceberg. India has nearly
7 million people infected with HIV/
AIDS. This epidemic is spreading and it
is spreading very rapidly.

The conference in Durban, which is
continuing this week, is really helping
us break the silence with regard to the
devastation of this pandemic. We must
listen to what is coming out of that
conference. We all have a sense of ur-

gency about this, but many of us do
not know what to do. But we do know
that there is a state of emergency in
sub-Saharan Africa.

So the administration requested $244
million, minimal request, for HIV/AIDS
this year, and we only have $202 mil-
lion in this budget request. All this
amendment does is add $42 million to
bring to the level of the administra-
tion’s request the AIDS funding to ad-
dress this pandemic. This is not nearly
enough. The United Nations has esti-
mated that we need approximately $3
billion a year just to begin with the
crisis in sub-Saharan Africa. So, Mr.
Chairman, adding $42 million to this
account is a mere pittance.

I ask for your consideration. I ask for
your real commitment to ensure that
the United States of America goes on
record tonight and passes this amend-
ment to do the right thing and to send
a message to the Durban conference
and to those who are working so des-
perately to save lives in Africa that we
are stepping up to our moral obliga-
tion, and we do want to restore this
mere $42 million to our account.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
MEEK).

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my dear colleague who
has spearheaded this strong effort for
yielding this time.

As we are becoming a more global
community, we must become more
concerned about what is going on with
our national borders as well as the peo-
ple we know are now suffering from
AIDS throughout this world. It just
does not take very much unless you
understand man’s inhumanity to man
to think that in a country as rich as
ours we have not placed the amount of
money on the prevention and treat-
ment of AIDS as we should. Now it is
reaching catastrophic dimensions and
we must realize that it is now an epi-
demic that is an impediment to our na-
tional security.

A study by the National Security
Council prepared in January projected
that a quarter of South Africa’s popu-
lation is likely to die of AIDS. I have
only 1 minute, 60 seconds’ worth of dis-
tance run to say to you that to place
money in an AIDS prevention and
treatment program in Africa will be
money well spent. If not, we are on a
disastrous course. It is time now to
place money where we can help man
and his humanity.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman for
calling this special order to highlight the global
HIV/AIDS epidemic.

As our world becomes more of a global
community, we must become more concerned
about what’s going on beyond our national
borders. As the Washington Post aptly de-
scribed, the global spread of AIDS is reaching
catastrophic dimensions and is now seen as a
threat to our own national security.

A study by the National Security Council
prepared in January projected that a quarter of

southern Africa’s population is likely to die of
AIDS and that the number of people dying of
the disease will rise for a decade before there
is much prospect of improvement. Further,
based on current trends, that disastrous
course could be repeated, perhaps exceeded,
in south Asia and the former Soviet Union.

50 million people—1% of the world’s popu-
lation—have become infected with HIV.

Sub-Saharan Africa has been by-far more
severely affected by AIDs, than any other part
of the world. Africans make up 10% of the
worlds population, but nearly 70% of the
worldwide total HIV/AIDS cases.

In many African countries 35% of all adults
are infected with HIV/AIDS, and it is estimated
that half of today’s teenage population in parts
of Africa will die of AIDS.

In Africa, as in the case throughout the
world, young girls are most infected.

In a study of eleven African countries, the
rate of infection in teenage girls was more
than five times higher than in boys of the
same age. Each day more than 15,000 people
become infected. 1,600 of them are children,
infected during or shortly after birth.

Infection rates in the Caribbean are also
high.

There is an epidemic in Asia with more than
6 million people infected, and the potential for
millions more.

Fortunately, we now have the opportunity
for a much more effective response to the HIV
epidemic.

We now know how to prevent the spread of
HIV and provide care for those infected. The
tools are complex and imperfect. But we know
that when used correctly, these tools can help
slow the epidemic, relieve suffering and en-
able millions of people to have additional
years of quality life.

Yet, with opportunity comes responsibility
and challenge. There are no more excuses.
The millions who are infected and the hun-
dreds of millions who are at risk will not for-
give us if we do not take advantage of the op-
portunities for action that exist today.

No one constituency can act alone to
change the face of this epidemic, and America
must step up to play a leadership role in re-
ducing the global spread of HIV/AIDS. Wher-
ever there is inequity, conflict or lack of mutual
respect, the virus feeds on our divisiveness.

It is distressing what is happening in the
world with this pandemic, particularly when we
have found interventions that work—interven-
tions that can reduce HIV incidence by up to
80%.

Yet, we have not seen any systematic ac-
tion to reduce the global spread of HIV/AIDS
because all too often we have been short-
sighted and refused to take action outside of
our borders to help ease the suffering and
loss of life which is taking place with respect
to this pandemic in Africa and throughout the
world.

This isolationists’ mentality must stop. If
America is to remain a global leader we ought
to act like one and take the lead on helping to
reduce the global spread of HIV/AIDS.

On this issue, we can’t claim the high horse,
and then take the low road.

More than ever, we need to unite with the
nations of the world and exert our leadership
in responding to the destruction to society that
has been wrought by HIV.

Here at home, and throughout the world, the
consequences of HIV/AIDS are clear, HIV af-
fects more people than it infects. It makes
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families poor as they try to meet the costs of
health care and funerals: they become poorer
as they cope with the loss of income following
the death of a breadwinner.

Miami-Dade County, Florida has the third
highest incidence of HIV/AIDS cases in the
United States. With 24,000 reported AIDS
cases, Miami-Dade County has more cases
than all but four states. A disproportionate
number of these cases tend to be comprised
of racial or ethnic minorities.

With strong prevention initiatives, we have
helped slow the rate of new HIV infections in
the U.S. And, we have made widely available
new medications and treatment to those who
are infected.

As a world leader, we have a responsibility
to help other nations reduce infections and
treat those who are ill, and to act locally and
globally toward a cure for this dreaded dis-
ease.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) seek to
claim the time in opposition?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
claim the time and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I want to thank the gentlewoman for
yielding me this time. We have heard
the information. We understand the
ravages of this tremendous disease run-
ning rampant throughout the con-
tinent. And so we know what action is
needed. We know that we need re-
sources. We know that we need to add
additional money so that there can be
health education information, so that
there can be medicine and supplies, and
so that individuals who are greatly in
need of assistance can receive it. I sim-
ply want to commend the gentlewoman
for this amendment, pledge undying,
unstinting support for it, and urge all
Members of this House to vote in favor
of the Lee amendment.

b 2300

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. LOWEY).

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of this amendment
which would make a critical invest-
ment in combatting HIV-AIDS around
the world. When one looks at the num-
bers, it is astonishing. More than 16.3
million people across the globe have
died of AIDS. More than 33.6 million
are currently living with the disease.
Over the course of the year, approxi-
mately 5.6 million more people will be-
come infected with AIDS.

This is a pandemic of immense pro-
portions, and if we hold back on invest-
ing and finding solutions to the world’s
AIDS crisis now, there will be con-
sequences, both domestically and inter-
nationally later on.

The AIDS crisis has disproportion-
ately affected the developing world.
Sub-Saharan Africa has been particu-
larly hard hit. Already 13.7 million Af-
ricans have died of HIV-AIDS, leaving
behind social and economic devasta-
tion that will affect the nature and
pace of African development for years
to come.

AIDS is hurting Africa. It is crippling
Africa’s viability as a destination for
business. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD).

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Chairman, today I rise in strong sup-
port of the amendment of my colleague
and friend, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE), and I urge everyone
to support this amendment, because it
is really a moral issue that we are
talking about tonight.

The devastation caused by this pan-
demic has been most severe in sub-Sa-
haran Africa where over 23 million peo-
ple are infected with HIV, and nearly 14
million Africans have already died
from AIDS. This is indeed, my friends,
a moral issue, and we have an obliga-
tion and a responsibility to heed the
warning here.

The funding, $42 million, is not a
cure-all for HIV-AIDS, but it is an ur-
gent and necessary step in the right di-
rection. This AIDS epidemic has also
drastically decreased life expectancy in
Africa, and I urge everyone within the
sound of my voice to know that our
children are being left as orphans be-
cause of the death of their parents.

I urge Members to support the Lee
amendment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON).

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, let me thank the
gentlewoman for presenting this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I hope we are listen-
ing. I really do hope that we are not
going to close our eyes and turn our
ears off and ignore this problem. Let us
try to listen to this one more time. A
total of 5.4 million people globally be-
came newly infected with HIV in 1999.
A total of 34.3 million people globally
are living with HIV-AIDS.

We cannot sit here and allow this to
happen without some kind of interven-
tion. There have been a total of 18.8
million global AIDS-related deaths
since the beginning of this epidemic. A
total of 13.2 million children globally
have become orphaned since the AIDS
epidemic. There are 34.3 million adults
and children living with AIDS in the
world.

We have to act now. This is an emer-
gency. Experience shows that the right
approach, applied quickly enough with
courage and resolve, can and does re-
sult in lower HIV infection rates and
less suffering for those affected by this
epidemic. An ever-growing AIDS epi-
demic is not inevitable; yet unless ac-

tion against this epidemic is scaled up
drastically, the damage is going to be
done.

We have got to act now. We have got
to eradicate this ugly disease. The time
is now. It is urgent. Support my col-
league’s amendment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN).

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port this amendment. As the only
major power in the world and one that
takes its moral responsibilities seri-
ously, this is a small step, but one we
must take. I also supported the Waters
debt-relief amendment for the very
same reason.

I found it offensive that the manager
of this bill would suggest that the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS), or
anyone else, was anti-Israel for sup-
porting debt relief. I think that was
factually incorrect, and this deficient
foreign aid bill makes me think now it
was designed in a way to try to drive
wedges between people and divide us;
and that should have no place on issues
as serious as AIDS and debt relief.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to vote for
the Waters amendment, and I am going
to vote for the Lee amendment; and I
am very seriously thinking that this
bill ought to be defeated.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MEEKS).

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I wonder, where is this compas-
sion we often hear talked about? Com-
passion. You know, where I come from,
they have this saying; they say that
talk is cheap. Put your money where
your mouth is.

When we talk about HIV-AIDS, we
can talk about it and talk about how
bad it is and talk about how awful it is,
but you know what? That talk means
nothing.

We need to put our money where our
mouth is. Until we do that, we are
doing nothing but whistling Dixie. It is
time for us to reverse that, to under-
stand that this world is much smaller
than it was just 10 years ago. If you do
not believe it, let us not put our money
where our mouths are. You think the
epidemic is over there; but you know
what, there is a boomerang, and what
goes around will come around.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
continue to reserve my point of order.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON).

(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, the
Lee amendment deserves our enthusi-
astic support. This amendment pro-
vides $42 million for our effort against
AIDS abroad. We can be thankful, Mr.
Chairman, that many people in Amer-
ica today are living longer and more
comfortable lives with AIDS. Not so in
Africa. We can be grateful that the life
expectancy of a person in the United
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States afflicted by AIDS has increased
significantly since this Nation began
paying attention to this disease some
20 years ago. Not so in Africa.

AIDS has lowered the life expectancy
in some places in Africa almost 20
years in just the last 10 years. In Amer-
ica, the number of new AIDS cases in
recent years has declined, or at least
has leveled off. Not so in Africa. In Af-
rica, in some places, up to 35 percent of
all adults are inflicted by the HIV-
AIDS. The survival rate of women and
children affected by AIDS in the
United States is steadily increasing.
Not so in Africa.

In some parts of Africa, half of all
the pregnant women are infected, and
15 percent of the children have been
left as orphans due to AIDS. Drug ther-
apy in response to AIDS is almost
$20,000 annually. There is no money to
pay. In fact, they commit less than $10.

Every day, in Africa, more than 5,000 peo-
ple die from AIDS—18 million lives have been
lost to AIDS in Africa, in recent years.

AIDS in Africa, Mr. Chairman, has been de-
clared to be a threat to this Nation’s national
security. AIDS in Africa undermines efforts to
extend democracy. AIDS in Africa contributes
to political instability and encourages civil
wars. AIDS in Africa puts American citizens at
risk who may be there for business, military,
diplomatic or other purposes. AIDS in Africa is
a menace to America.

In recent years, the introduction of newer
and more effective therapies, on the whole,
has led to dramatic reductions in mortality and
morbidity and an increase in the number of
people living with HIV/AIDS. This progress has
been due, in large part, to the fact that funding
in the United States for research, prevention,
care and treatment has multiplied, from a few
hundred thousand dollars twenty years ago to
$6 billion in the fiscal year.

In Africa, funding programs for the preven-
tion and research for AIDS and HIV have fall-
en far short. The Lee amendment, in a very
modest way, seeks to bring some balance to
that imbalance.

Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, there is no
vaccine or medication that will cure AIDS. Yet,
as the Washington Post indicated today, there
is hope due to a new tests. And, we know that
through intervention, we can, and we have,
caused effective prevention of the spread of
AIDS.

By preventing the spread of AIDS, we have
reduced the demand for care services. And,
consequently, we have reduce the costs asso-
ciated with AIDS.

We are making progress in America. Not so
in Africa. Support the Lee amendment. The
women, the children, the people of Africa are
worthy of our support.

b 2310

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Los
Angeles, California (Ms. WATERS).

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this amendment. I am
amazed that we have spent so much
time on the Africa Trade bill talking
about how we want to be involved with
trade in Africa. In South Africa, we
have spent years getting rid of apart-
heid. We have worked hard to make

sure that we give democracy a chance
in Africa.

But what good is all of this if, in fact,
we do not recognize that HIV/AIDS is
devastating Africa? I just spoke with
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PAYNE) who just returned from Bot-
swana; a beautiful infrastructure is
that country. However, they are about
to be wiped out because of the way that
AIDS is ravaging that small country.

The same thing is true in South Afri-
ca. What good does it do to have done
all of that work to talk about getting
rid of an apartheid government, to
have a new opportunity here for hous-
ing and for health and for all of those
things that we have fought for for so
many years, when we have AIDS run
amok.

This country cannot, cannot in good
faith talk about wanting to have a re-
lationship with Africa and South Afri-
ca, which it has embraced and all of
these other nations, and ignore the fact
that AIDS is ravishing this continent.

Mr. Chairman, I would ask everyone
to support this amendment. This is a
very mild amendment. As a matter of
fact, the amount of dollars that are
being asked for is insignificant, al-
most. So I cannot understand why any-
one would be opposed to supporting
this amendment. I believe there is $42
million in this amendment. We are
spending more money than that on
giveaways, practically, in the budget,
throughout the budget of the United
States.

So I would ask my colleagues, please,
please allow us to leave this floor this
evening with some renewed faith in our
ability to have just a little bit of a con-
science as it relates to the continent.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
northern California (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time and for her extraordinary leader-
ship on this global AIDS issue.

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues
know, this past week the world’s lead-
ing experts on HIV/AIDS gathered in
Durbin, South Africa for the 13th Inter-
national HIV/AIDS Conference. The
participants shared their knowledge
and attempted to find solutions to the
challenges of prevention, affordable
treatment, and eventually a cure for
HIV/AIDS. We must do our part in this
country to respond to what has truly
become a global crisis.

Mr. Chairman, when those experts
met in Durbin, South Africa, the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE)
was there, and she is here tonight, less
than 36 hours since her arrival in this
country; she is here tonight leading the
way. The world is finally waking up to
the scope and seriousness of the HIV/
AIDS problem, as more resources are
devoted to expanding the infrastruc-
ture to fight the disease. It would be a
serious blow if the United States did
not live up to its commitments at this
time. Again, the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LEE) is here to lead the
way in that regard.

Mr. Chairman, in addition to com-
mending my colleague, I want to intro-
duce into the RECORD a USAID report
project which projects a dramatic in-
crease in AIDS orphans. Over the next
10 years, there will be more than 30
million orphans because their parents
will die of AIDS. This represents a dra-
matic increase.

How many more parents have to die?
How many more children have to be-
come orphaned? Many of those chil-
dren, HIV-infected themselves. How
many more children will have to die
before we wake up to an appropriate,
appropriate response to AIDS?

This increase that the gentlewoman
is proposing brings what is in the bill
up to the President’s request of $244
million. Frankly, it is the least we can
do. It is certainly not enough, but it is
a good start for us. USAID will use
these additional funds for education,
prevention and interventions to reduce
mother-to-child transmissions. Fund-
ing will be used to aid countries to es-
tablish their own HIV interventions.

I commend the gentlewoman for her
leadership and I urge my colleagues to
support her amendment.

USAID REPORT PROJECTS DRAMATIC
INCREASE IN AIDS ORPHANS

DURBAN, SOUTH AFRICA.—The U.S. Agency
for International Development (USAID)
today released the executive summary of
Children on the Brink 2000, a study of AIDS
orphans across the globe. The study finds
that by 2010, at least 44 million children will
have lost one or both parents to all causes in
the 34 countries most severely affected by
the AIDS pandemic.

Of these 44 million orphans, 68 percent of
their parents will die of AIDS. This rep-
resents a dramatic increase from 1990, when
AIDS accounted for 16.4 percent of parental
deaths. Orphans are distributed among world
areas in the same patterns as HIV-preva-
lence, so that countries with the highest in-
fection levels usually have the highest or-
phan rates.

The orphan crisis is most acute in sub-Sa-
haran Africa. In at least eight countries in
this region, between 20 and 35 percent of chil-
dren under 15 have lost one or both parents.
By 2010, 11 countries will reach this rate.

Children on the Brink 2000 finds that with
few exceptions the number of children being
orphaned will accelerate through at least
2010. In many countries, the proportion of or-
phaned children will remain exceptionally
high until 2020 or 2030.

One country studied was Zambia. Children
on the Brink 2000 finds that in Zambia, cur-
rently 27.4 percent, or 1.2 million children,
who are under age 15, are orphans. Chronic
malnutrition is widespread. Orphan care-
givers are predominantly poor women. Chil-
dren in these households are significantly
more disadvantaged than children in two-
parent families, largely because women have
less access to property and employment. Fe-
male-headed households are larger and poor-
er than male-headed households in all re-
gions.

The executive summary of Children on the
Brink 2000 was released at a USAID press
conference at the XIII International AIDS
Conference in Durban, South Africa.

Since 1986, USAID has dedicated over $1.4
billion dollars for the prevention and mitiga-
tion of this epidemic in the developing
world. USAID’s HIV/AIDS budget of $200 mil-
lion for 2000 is four times as great as the
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next-largest donor’s budget. USAID is work-
ing in 46 of the hardest hit countries around
the world. Nearly 70 percent of USAID’s HIV/
AIDS program assistance goes to small non-
governmental organizations that have direct
connections to the poorest of the poor and
those most vulnerable to infection.

Children on the Brink 2000 updates
USAID’s 1997 report on orphans, and provides
estimates of the number of orphans in 34 de-
veloping nations, as well as offering strate-
gies to support children affected by HIV/
AIDS worldwide. The original report in-
cluded the first international orphan esti-
mates published since 1990 and contributed
to a growing sense of urgency about the im-
pact of HIV/AIDS, particularly in sub-Saha-
ran Africa. The complete Children on the
Brink 2000 will be released this fall.

Children on the Brink 2000 presents new or-
phan estimates for the 23 countries studied
in the 1997 report, as well as 11 additional de-
veloping countries. The report also provides
a summary of new statistics on the HIV/
AIDS pandemic; new programming rec-
ommendations for children, families, com-
munities, and governments; and an updated
overview of actions taken by international
organizations to assist families and children
affected by HIV/AIDS.

The executive summary of Children on the
Brink 2000 is available at www.usaid.gov.

The U.S. Agency for International Devel-
opment is the U.S. government agency that
provides development and humanitarian as-
sistance worldwide.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. WATT).

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
from California for yielding me this
time and for bringing this important
issue to the floor of the House.

We have made a substantial amount
of progress in our country in dealing
with AIDS and HIV. Unfortunately,
that same kind of progress has not
been evident in Africa where 10 percent
of the world’s population resides, but
nearly 70 percent of the worldwide
total infected AIDS cases exist.

A number of countries in Africa are
beginning to make progress such as
Senegal and Uganda, and we need to do
what we can in this country to assist in
meeting this crisis, not only here in
our country, but worldwide. I cannot
think of any other issue that is more
important to address than the HIV/
AIDS crisis in the world. Therefore, I
rise in support of the gentlewoman’s
amendment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, let me thank the gentle-
woman from California for her leader-
ship. Mr. Chairman, $42 million. Jux-
tapose that against the $82 million,
only 16 percent of what the administra-
tion asked for, to relieve the burden of
debt on these countries so that they
could at least deal with this travesty of
AIDS.

The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LEE) just came back from South
Africa and she has been on this mission

for a long time, and I have joined her,
along with many other Members. We
were in Africa just about a year ago.
Tell me if my colleagues have ever ex-
perienced going into a hut, that is
right, and seeing a 4-year-old being the
only person able to care for dying rel-
atives. Cleaning up the excrements,
providing the medicine, helping them
to the rest room, if you will. Dying ba-
bies being held in one’s arms. Families
burying six members of their family at
a time. Have my colleagues ever lived
through a pandemic or a dying Nation
or continent? That is what we are talk-
ing about.

For us to be on this floor tonight in
the most prosperous times, when the
gentleman from Alabama indicated
that we merely would be missing a
Sunday newspaper if we did not provide
debt relief or, in this instance, maybe a
candy bar if we put $42 million against
a nation of 200 million plus people in
the United States of America. How can
we reject the opportunity to provide
funds to eliminate 4-year-olds taking
care of dying relatives. It is an outrage
that we even have to diminish the re-
quest to this amount.

Mr. Chairman, I would only say to
my colleagues, when they begin to talk
about a tragedy of this size, they are
beginning to talk about a continent
that not withstands this attack, but
falls to this attack. We cannot do any
less than to support the amendment of
the gentlewoman from California and
stand up against this terrible tragedy.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment by my democratic colleague Rep-
resentative BARBARA LEE from California in an
amendment to H.R. 4811, the Foreign Appro-
priations bill before this body. This amendment
if adopted would make an additional $100 mil-
lion available to the World Bank AIDS Mar-
shall Plan Trust Fund.

HIV/AIDS has been declared the world’s
deadliest disease by the World Health Organi-
zation. HIV/AIDS has become a plague on the
Continent of Africa of biblical proportions by
claiming over 18 million lives in recent dec-
ades. This crisis is having a direct impact on
the future viability of many sub-Saharan Afri-
can communities. For this reason, I am joining
Congresswoman LEE of California in support
of additional funding for the World Bank’s ef-
fort to fight the spread of the deadly HIV/AIDS
epidemic in Africa.

This amendment would fund the World Bank
AIDS Marshall Plan Trust Fund at $100 mil-
lion. This will allow the trust fund to distribute
additional resources through directed grants
so that an effect response can be mounted
against the HIV/AIDS tragedy, which is being
played out in too many African nations.

According to the UNAIDS Update report re-
leased last week on HIV/AIDS infected rates
in many countries up to 35 percent of all
adults are infected with the disease. The re-
port also estimates that half of today’s teen-
age population in parts of Africa will perish
from HIV/AIDS. The most vulnerable group
being affected by HIV/AIDS is the women of
Africa; their infection rate is far greater than
males. About 55 percent of all adults living
with HIV are women, and this rate is expected
to continue to rise in countries where poverty,

poor health systems, and limited resources for
prevention and care are present. What fuels
the spread of this disease or any disease is
ignorance, misinformation, cultural practices,
passivity on the part of leaders, neglect on the
part of those nations with resources that if en-
gaged would make a difference in the fight to
win out over the disease.

I would like to commend Congresswoman
LEE for her efforts to offer a clear perspective
on the HIV/AIDS epidemic in Africa. She re-
cently returned from Durban, South Africa,
after participating in AIDS 2000, which was
the 13th International AIDS conference.

Now, more than ever, the leadership of the
United States is needed in order to avert a
tragedy on the Continent of Africa. Therefore,
I implore my fellow colleagues of the House to
seriously reconsider the level of funding that
has been appropriated for this critical area. It
is critical that we join efforts to support the
comprehensive, bipartisan World Bank AIDS
Marshall Plan Trust Fund to address this cri-
sis.

Many people have asked why this is impor-
tant to the United States. I reiterate that aside
from the humanitarian perspective, the CIA
has issued a report that declares HIV/AIDS a
threat to our national security. HIV/AIDS un-
dermines democracy and progress in many
African nations and the developing world. Left
to its own course HIV/AIDS will lead to polit-
ical instability and may result in civil wars,
which may affect the global balance of power
as well as economic viability of many African
nations. In many of these instances, our mili-
tary service personnel may be pressed into to
service in order to defend American interest in
any attempt to bring stability to those nation’s
that decline into civil strife because of the rav-
ages of HIV/AIDS. HIV/AIDS like any plague
cannot be contained in any specific geo-
graphical area it will roll across borders of the
rich and poor nations alike. Unfortunately,
when this dreaded disease came to our
shores many felt that it was a calamity for gay
people, drug users but AIDS knows no bound-
aries. With globalization, we also must be con-
scious of the potential for AIDS and other in-
fectious diseases to be carried across borders.

Now is the time for this body to act to re-
move the threat of AIDS from our global com-
munity. Therefore, I encourage my colleagues
to support this amendment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. BROWN).

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, first of all, let me thank the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE) for
going to the International AIDS Con-
ference representing the United States.

At this crucial time in this country,
the world is looking at what we are
doing here in the United States, and
they are wondering, what is our posi-
tion on AIDS and HIV. I would like to
have a colloquy for a moment with the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS). I know that other countries are
providing treatment, they are pro-
viding drugs. Why are we, the most
powerful country in the world, who
stand on the Bible and believe and talk
all the time about to whom God has
given much, much is expected, and we
have some obligation as leaders in the
world, where are we on this crucial
issue of AIDS and HIV?
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Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I yield to the
gentlewoman from California.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
BROWN) for yielding to me.

As we look at what the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE) is doing and
the tremendous work she is putting
into this international AIDS crisis, to-
night there is a category called Child
Survival and Disease Program Fund in
the budget for $202 million, and she is
adding to that fund so perhaps just one
or two more babies will have medicine,
one or two more children may be able
to survive HIV or full-blown AIDS,
even.

Let me just say that what we are
doing is minuscule. It is not nearly
enough. We need to do more. That is
why we have to take up all of this time
on the floor to beat everybody across
the head on this issue, and not let this
epidemic continue in the way that it is
doing. We have to keep pushing this
issue, keep pushing the envelope, be-
cause we have not even begun to do
what we should be doing.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I include for the RECORD the in-
formation fact sheet about AIDS in Af-
rica.

AIDS IN AFRICA—FACT SHEET

Today there are 34 million people living
with HIV and AIDS.

Sub-Saharan Africa has been far more se-
verely affected by AIDS than any other part
of the world.

Africans make up about 10% of the world’s
population but nearly 70% of the worldwide
total of infected people.

An estimated 18 million Africans have lost
their lives to AIDS.

2.8 million people died of AIDS in 1999, 85%
of them in Africa.

The overall rate of infection among adults
in sub-Saharan Africa is about 8.6% com-
pared with a 1.1% infection rate worldwide.

20% of people in South Africa are infected
with HIV and the rate has reached 35.8% in
Botswana.

5.4 million new AIDS infections in 1999, 4
million of them in Africa.

An estimated 600,000 African infants be-
come infected with HIV each year through
mother to child transmission.

An estimated 8 million African children
have lost their mother or both parents to
AIDS.

It is estimated that within the next decade
more than 40 million children will be or-
phaned in developing countries.

Some have estimated that approximately
half of all today’s 15-year-olds in the worst
affected sub-Saharan countries will die of
AIDS.

Community awareness has had some suc-
cess, particularly in Senegal and Uganda
where the rate of infection has been cut in
half.

Aside from Africa, India has more infected
people than any other nation, more than 3.5
million.

A 1999 South African study found that the
total costs of employee benefits in that
country will increase from 7 percent of sala-
ries in 1995 to 19 percent by 2005 due to AIDS.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. HASTINGS).

(Mr. HASTINGS of Florida asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentlewoman from
California for yielding time to me.

I would also like to thank the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI) for
the extraordinary leadership she has
provided in this measure, as well as my
colleagues in the Republican party who
have come forward and demonstrated
how they feel with reference to this
issue.

Of course, people like the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS)
and countless others have been here for
us, as well as all of the women of this
House, providing the kind of leadership
that we need in an effort to speak out
about these matters.

Please know this, that what we are
failing to do is to assist a continent of
people who, in the final analysis, are
finding their life expectancy, according
to reports in today’s New York Times,
reduced to 30 years of age.

Ron Dellums, who the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE) replaced in
Congress, spoke often to this House
with passion regarding this issue, and
now finds himself involved in this
issue, trying to avoid, ultimately, the
death in the next 5 years of 35 million
people.

Research and development is needed
to rid this scourge in Africa and Amer-
ica. Please support this measure.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to my colleague, the gentleman
from California (Mr. SHERMAN).

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, as so
many speakers before me have said, it
is a shame that we are not providing
more. Thirty-four million people in Af-
rica with HIV, and even if we pass this
amendment, that is less than $10 per
infected person, less than $10 per per-
son who will probably lose their lives.

After we consider this amendment, I
will call up an amendment that will
add another $10 million to this pro-
gram, and shame on me that that
amendment is not larger.

We should be doing a lot more. This
is a national security problem for not
only Africa but for the entire world.
This is a continent with 34 million in-
fected people, most of whom do not
know that they are infected, that fig-
ure comes only from estimation, so
they could end up infecting others.

This is not just a problem in Africa,
this is a likely disease that will mutate
and spread to various places around the
world. We should do more.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS).

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, the horror that we are
dealing with is so unspeakable that it
is literally very difficult to imagine
the extent of what is going on, but let
us try for a moment.

In at least eight countries in sub-Sa-
haran Africa, between 20 and 35 percent

of children under 15 have lost one or
both parents. Let us stop and think
what that would mean to our home-
towns or our State. One-third of the
children under 15 have already lost one
or both parents.

I think after all is said and done,
what we are learning tonight is that we
live in one world, and whether we like
it or not, we cannot ignore the horren-
dous suffering that is going on in Afri-
ca. Our souls will be tarnished if we do
not respond, and ultimately, mark my
words, it will become a national issue,
as well.

We live in one world. We have got to
respond. We should support this
amendment, and do a lot more than
that.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE).

(Mr. PAYNE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, let me
rise in strong support of this amend-
ment, and commend the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE) and those
who have worked with her, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS),
the gentlewoman from the Virgin Is-
lands (Ms. CHRISTENSEN).

Let me also admire the work of the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI), who has for many years been
there fighting for the right causes.

Mr. Chairman, about 8 years ago I
started to discuss the problem of HIV-
AIDS with President Museveni. At that
time he was totally opposed to any
kind of prevention programs, espe-
cially the use of preventative things.
We talked about that. He finally de-
cided that he would move to having
prevention and education. Now in
Uganda we have seen it level off. If we
put in the correct amount of funds, we
will be able to put a moratorium and
start to win the battle.

A week ago on Wednesday I was in
Gaborone in Botswana. I met with
President Festus Mohae. His whole dis-
cussion at our meeting a week ago was
simply about the HIV-AIDS virus. He
said that his life expectancy in his
country was 71. Two years from now
the life expectancy in Botswana will be
at 39, they have lost that much. In
about 5 years from now, there will be a
minus population growth in the coun-
try of Botswana.

We can no longer sit by and watch
the world die. Let us pass this amend-
ment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to my colleague, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES).

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
to my colleagues, in this country today
we have a societal condition of grand-
parents raising grandchildren. Imagine
the situation that exists in Africa,
where we have grandparents raising as
many as 35 grandchildren.
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The condition of AIDS in Africa is a

security risk. It is an economic issue.
It is a workforce issue. It is a global
issue. We as a country must step up to
the plate and take care of the children
of Africa. They, too, are our own chil-
dren.

That epidemic, that disease, can
spread worldwide. Next year we will be
talking about AIDS in every other
country, because we travel so fre-
quently together.

Let us resolve this issue. Let us take
care of the children. Let us take care of
our families, as well, and support this
amendment.

b 2330

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. OLVER).

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LEE) for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
point out that we in the United States
have nearly a million people suffering
with HIV/AIDS at the moment. We
spend something over $10 billion every
single year on this issue, and that aver-
ages out to well over $10,000 per person
in what we do here in this country in
relation to AIDS. In Africa, the amend-
ment that is being offered by the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE),
the amendment by itself would involve
$2 per person of the roughly 25 million
people now suffering from HIV/AIDS, 20
percent in a country like South Africa,
as high as 35 percent of the population
in Botswana.

It is a very small, a very small pit-
tance for us to contribute to dealing
with the AIDS pandemic around this
world. We should adopt the amendment
by the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to first thank
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI) for her extraordinary leader-
ship on this issue and also for her sup-
port consistently and constantly on
helping us really raise the level of
awareness on the HIV/AIDS crisis here
in the United States Congress, and also
to the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. WATERS), to the gentlewoman
from the Virgin Islands (Ms.
CHRISTENSEN), to all of the Members
who spoke here tonight.

I want to pay a special recognition
and tribute to my former boss and
predecessor Congressman Ron Dellums
who often has been the lone voice in
the wilderness speaking about this pan-
demic in Africa.

Finally, I believe we are breaking the
silence here in the United States Con-
gress. I want to thank all of my col-
leagues for engaging in the debate to-
night. I believe many of you read the
incredible series of articles that was in
The Washington Post last week. These
articles demonstrated and documented
the fact that we knew as early in the
1990s that the potential for this pan-

demic in Africa was going to be so
great, we chose to put our heads in the
sand on this issue.

Mr. Chairman, it is chilling to think
that we have not done much of any-
thing in the last 10 years, so tonight we
are just asking for a mere $42 million,
that is it. We heard the arguments for
that. I implore and plead with the
other side to please join us in a bipar-
tisan effort and restore $42 million to
the budget.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) wish to
be heard on his point of order?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
withdraw the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is withdrawn.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume and simply want to say that I
think that the committee has been
most understanding. In response to
many requests that I received from
many of those that spoke tonight, we
have increased this year’s assistance to
HIV/AIDS problems from $175 million
to $212 million, an 18 percent increase.

Mr. Chairman, I just do not want my
colleagues to think that I have ignored
their plights and their pleas when they
came to me hearing the message. In ad-
dition to that, I spent last week in Af-
rica talking to some of the political
leaders there, and I recognize fully es-
pecially in Africa the tremendous prob-
lem with HIV/AIDS. And if, indeed, we
reach a stage in this process of the con-
ference committee, as I have told the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS) with respect to the HIPC prob-
lem, if we reach a stage where addi-
tional allocations are given to us, cer-
tainly we would request this, but to
take it out of the FMF program we
think is not proper.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to go
through that debate again, but I might
remind my colleagues that now we are,
if we adopt the Waters amendment and
we adopt the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment, then we will be into the Middle
East portion of the FMF, but I hope
that we do not do that. I hope that it
is better resolved to your satisfaction
at some other point in the process. Mr.
Chairman, I ask for a no vote.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 546, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) will
be postponed.

Are there further amendments to
this section of the bill?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROWN OF OHIO

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BROWN of Ohio:
In title II of the bill under the heading

‘‘BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE–
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT–
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
CHILD SURVIVAL AND DISEASE PROGRAM FUND’’,
after the first dollar amount insert ‘‘(in-
creased by $40,000,000)’’ and in the fifth pro-
viso after the fourth dollar amount (relating
to other infectious diseases) insert ‘‘(in-
creased by $40,000,000)’’.

In title IV of the bill under the heading
‘‘MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSIST-
ANCE–FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESI-
DENT–CONTRIBUTION TO THE ASIAN DEVELOP-
MENT FUND’’, after the dollar amount insert
‘‘(decreased by $40,000,000)’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of earlier today, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) will
be recognized for 5 minutes and a Mem-
ber opposed will be recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN).

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) reserves
a point of order.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) is recognized for 5 minutes on
his amendment.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the threat of tuber-
culosis is spreading rapidly through
the developing world. TB is the great-
est infectious killer of adults world-
wide. It is the biggest killer of young
women. It kills 2 million people per
year. Over more than 1,000 people in
India die everyday. TB hit an all time
high in 1999 with 8 million new cases, 95
percent in developing countries.

Mr. Chairman, I would first like to
thank the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN) and the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI) for their
good work in increasing the appropria-
tions to tuberculosis in the last 3 years
up to $60 million.

Our amendment asks for an addi-
tional $40 million added to the other
infectious diseases component of the
Child Survival and Diseases Program.
This increase is meant specifically for
TB control efforts. This level of spend-
ing for health is much lower than any
other multilateral development bank
despite the fact that the majority of
deaths globally from TB and childhood
infectious diseases occur in Asia, that
is why we are taking dollars from the
Asia Development Bank, which does
not meet its mission to save the poor,
in order to fund a program that will ab-
solutely save millions of lives and pre-
serve communities in the best interests
of Asia, in the best interests of Africa,
and in the best interests of Latin
America, and only in the best interests
of the United States where TB is be-
coming a more and more serious prob-
lem.
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Gro Bruntland, the director general

of the World Health Organization has
said that tuberculosis is not a medical
issue, it is a political issue. Getting
Americans engaged in an international
medical issue like tuberculosis, even
when addressing that issue serves our
best interests as a Nation is an uphill
battle.

Mr. Chairman, we have an oppor-
tunity to save millions of lives now and
prevent millions of needless deaths in
the future. We are asking for $40 mil-
lion from the Asia Development Bank,
a bank that has not done well at serv-
ing the poor, and we can clearly save
thousands and thousands of lives by
upping our contribution to the world
TB effort, according to the requests of
the World Health Organization of $100
million.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I do
not seek time at this point, but I rise
in opposition to the amendment and re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA), who
was the cosponsor and the cowriter of
this amendment last year when the
chairman helped us increase tuber-
culosis spending $5 million more.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) for yielding me the time and
thank the gentleman for his leadership
on this very important issue.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to extend
my thanks to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN), the chairman of
the committee, the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI) for the work
they have done in raising the amount
for tuberculosis. This is really very im-
portant.

Mr. Chairman, TB kills more women
than any single cause of maternal mor-
tality, and it is the biggest killer of
people with AIDS which was just re-
cently discussed. It accounts for 40 per-
cent or more of all AIDS deaths in Af-
rica and in Asia. I could go on and on
with what is happening in the devel-
oping world in terms of attacking its
victims in their most productive years,
medical costs rising, families that are
dissipated, children that are put to
work, lack of educational opportuni-
ties.

According to the WHO, recent studies
in India found that 100,000 women are
rejected by their family because of TB
every year.

b 2340

Because there is no way to stop TB at
national borders, the only way to
eliminate it here in the United States
is to control it worldwide, especially in
nations with the greatest burden. It is
not a matter of doing just what is
right; it is a matter of doing what is
smart. A single case of drug-resistant
TB can cost hundreds of thousands of
dollars to treat in the United States.
Let us ratchet the amount up.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of this
amendment to increase funding for global TB
control because, although we have a cheap,
effective treatment for TB, the tragic fact is TB
will kill more people this year than any year in
history—someone every 15 seconds.

TB is the biggest infectious killer of young
women in the world. In fact, TB kills more
women than any single cause of maternal
mortality. TB is the biggest killer of people with
AIDS—accounting for 40 percent or more of
all AIDS deaths in Africa and Asia.

In the developing world, tuberculosis also
destroys girls’ and women’s futures. TB tends
to attack its victims in their most productive
years, often killing or sickening the primary
breadwinner of a family. In order to pay for
medical costs and generate income, families
frequently take their young girls out of school
and put them to work. TB means the loss of
educational opportunity for girls. It means dire
poverty for families.

In some parts of the world there is a great
stigma attached to contracting TB. This leads
to increased isolation, abandonment and di-
vorce of women. According to WHO, recent
studies on India found that 100,000 women
are rejected by their families because of TB
every year. In Nepal, there are numerous sto-
ries of young widows with no income and no
prospects for another marriage turning to pros-
titution in order to support their families. Cur-
rently an estimated one third of the world’s
population including some 10–15 million peo-
ple in the United States are infected with the
TB bacteria. Because there is no way to stop
TB at national borders, the only way to elimi-
nate TB here in the U.S. is to control it world-
wide, especially in nations with the greatest
TB burden.

The real tragedy is that effective TB treat-
ment—with drugs costing as little as $10 for a
full 6 month course—is only reaching 20 per-
cent of those ill with TB.

It is crucial that we act aggressively now to
expand access to this cost-effective treatment
and thereby control the spread of TB world-
wide. There is only a small window of oppor-
tunity available to us to do so. If we fail to act
now, resistant strains of TB will continue to
develop which will be incredibly costly and
possibly even impossible to treat.

I want to acknowledge and thank the For-
eign Operations Subcommittee, especially
Chairman CALLAHAN and Ranking Member
PELOSI, for their efforts this year and over the
past several years to give TB greater priority.
I stand here today because I believe we need
to ratchet up that effort even more, to go even
further. $100 million is needed to help
jumpstart effective control programs globally.

This is not just a matter of doing what is
right, it is a matter of doing what is smart—a
single case of drug resistant TB can cost hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars to treat in the
U.S. We must invest now in preventing and
treating TB worldwide or we will pay the price
later in lives and dollars if we fail to do so.

I urge support of this amendment.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I

yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON), who is
the co-author of this amendment; and I
thank her for the good work that she
has done.

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I want-
ed to thank the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN) for his leadership on this

public health issue and also the chair-
man of the committee for increasing
the investment in TB in this bill over
the last 4 years from really nothing to
$60 million.

Tuberculosis is back with a venge-
ance, and it is back with drug-resistant
strains that are affecting parts of the
world where it was thought to be under
control.

In March of this year, there was an
outbreak of resistant tuberculosis in
Toronto, Canada; in Germany; in Den-
mark; in Mexico; in Italy; in Puerto
Rico. Drug-resistant TB is on the rise,
and we are not immune to it here in
the United States.

I am one of those who believes it is
better to play offense than defense
when it comes to public health issues,
if one has got a good offense to play.
We have a very limited window of op-
portunity to attack TB with a proven
public health strategy abroad where re-
sistant TB is growing.

The reason the resistant TB is grow-
ing is because of inconsistent and inad-
equate treatment. But a treatment
does exist. It is called DOTSC. That
means Directly Observed Treatment
Short Course. If we invest in it now, we
can treat TB when it first shows up so
that those resistant strains do not have
an opportunity to grow. We will not be
faced with a huge and very expensive
epidemic worldwide and in the United
States.

It costs between $11 and $20 to treat
a case of TB that is not resistant. It
costs about $250,000 to treat drug-re-
sistant TB. In the early 1990s, there
was an outbreak in New York City that
cost $1 billion to suppress it, and half
of the people affected with it died.

Let us do the right thing from a pub-
lic health point of view. Let us invest
in this while the window of oppor-
tunity was there and reduce the cost
over the long term.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) insist
on his point of order?

Mr. CALLAHAN. No, I do not insist
on the point of order, but I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama withdraws the point of
order.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) for 5
minutes.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I am almost surprised
at the fact that the gentleman brought
this amendment to the House. In re-
sponse to his request and to the re-
quest of many of my colleagues, we
have increased this fund from $12 mil-
lion to $55 million, a fourfold increase
in response to the recognition of the
problem.

While I know that they have serious
concerns about tuberculosis; we all do.
The very fact that we have quadrupled
the aid in just 2 years is amazing to me
that they still insist upon bringing an
amendment to reconstruct our bill.
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We have constructed this bill to the

best of our ability, providing as much
as we can afford to provide to every
need that has been presented to this
committee. So I would respectfully re-
quest that the gentleman withdraw his
amendment; and if he does that, I will
agree to work in conference to conceiv-
ably get it increased if we receive a
higher allocation. I offered him that,
and yet he seems to reject that offer.
So if he wants me to remove that offer,
I will be happy to do it. But I would re-
spectfully request that he withdraw his
amendment.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I am happy to yield
briefly to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
before withdrawing the amendment, if
I could, I would like to ask, and I will
do that and appreciate the good words
and the good work already that the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
CALLAHAN) has done in the last 3 years.
I would like to ask the gentleman from
Alabama (Chairman Callahan) if he
would yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN), who
was in his office and hurried over and
would like to say a few words on this
issue if he could get some time from
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
CALLAHAN). I unfortunately used my
time, but I will withdraw the amend-
ment after that if that is possible.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GREEN).

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I join my colleagues, and I appreciate
the work of the Subcommittee on For-
eign Operations, Export Financing and
Related Programs. This is money well
spent, because if we do not deal with
tuberculosis nationwide, literally in
Texas, we are seeing it cross our bor-
der. So I thank the subcommittee for
their work.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of this
amendment, which I am pleased to have co-
sponsored along with SHERROD BROWN and
Representatives HEATHER WILSON and CONNIE
MORELLA.

Seven years ago, the World Health Organi-
zation declared Tuberculosis to be a global
emergency.

TB is an emergency in Africa—in Asia—in
Latin America—in the Caribbean. TB could
soon be an emergency in the United States.

No area has been more harmed by the epi-
demic than Asia. In the past ten years there
have been over 35 million cases in South and
South-East Asia.

In East Asia and the Pacific there have
been over 21 million cases.

In India, over 1.8 million new cases are di-
agnosed each year. In China, 1.4 million. In
Bangladesh, half a million.

While the majority of Tuberculosis cases are
found overseas, this is disease that could be
passed on to you . . . or to anyone in your
family.

TB is highly contagious and spreads just
like the common cold—through hand-shaking,
coughing, or contact.

With the increase in international travel we
are seeing more and more cases of TB right
here in North America—and those cases will
continue to increase unless we act now.

Our amendment increases funding for TB
control by $40 million. Much, much more is
needed but to comply with budget rules we
are only proposing a $40 million boost.

Our amendment is offset by reducing fund-
ing to the Asian Development Bank by an
equal amount.

The Asian Development Bank has not been
effective. Its lending for health has averaged
just 1.5% of total lending annually from 1978–
1998.

This level of lending for health is much
lower than any other multilateral development
bank despite the fact that the majority of
deaths globally from TB and many childhood
infectious diseases occur in Asia.

While the amount of its lending for the
health sector has increased since 1978, the
proportion of total lending devoted to health
has stayed the same at about 1.5%.

This low number cannot be accounted for
simply because the Bank does not make low-
interest loans to India or China while, for in-
stance, the World Bank has.

Even excluding China and India, World
Bank lending for health in Asia and the Pacific
in 1996 was 7.3% of lending, more than 4
times the Asian Development Bank’s lending.

The $40 million we are taking away from the
Asian Development Bank is better spent com-
bating the adverse economic impacts of TB.

TB has had a devastating social and eco-
nomic impact on Asia and other regions.

Because patients lose an average of 3 to 4
working months a year, they lose 20 to 30
percent of the family’s income.

Seventy five percent of TB infections and
deaths are people between the ages of 15
and 54—most of them workers.

In India, the annual cost to that nation’s
economy is $3 billion. About 70% of house-
holds went into debt because of health care
bills related to TB.

This is not surprising when you consider
that, in India, the cost to patients for treatment
is about $125 U.S. dollars, more than half the
annual income of a daily wage laborer.

By using this $40 million to combat TB we
will keep hundreds of thousands of folks work-
ing and that has a direct impact on Asia’s
economy—an impact that cannot be matched
by the Asian Development Bank.

We need to battle TB abroad because it is
appearing on our borders.

That’s a sound investment—and one we
should all support.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to withdraw
my amendment.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I do not in-
tend to object, but I do want to com-
mend the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN) for his tireless leader-
ship on this issue. The challenge of tu-
berculosis is a great one throughout
the world, not unrelated to AIDS.
Many people with HIV die of tuber-
culosis.

But I do want to commend the chair-
man because he has responded at least
two times that I am aware of to the ap-
peal for increases last year and in the
committee accepted my amendment

for the increase to the point that we
are now.

The gentleman is a man of his word.
If he says that he is going to help in
conference, then the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BROWN) has already gra-
ciously agreed to withdraw.

So I look forward to working with
the gentleman from Alabama on that. I
commend the gentleman for his leader-
ship and acknowledge the strong bipar-
tisan support and commend all of the
cosponsors on this legislation. It is
very important to all of us.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is with-
drawn.

There was no objection.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHERMAN

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SHERMAN:
Page 6, line 25, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’.
Page 7, line 21, after the dollar amount for

HIV/AIDS insert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’.
Page 38, line 23, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(decreased by $10,000,000)’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of earlier today, the
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER-
MAN) and a Member opposed each will
be recognized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. SHERMAN).

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 21⁄2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I am presenting this
amendment on behalf of myself and the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH). This entire bill is woefully un-
derfunded. We should be adding several
billions to this bill, perhaps many bil-
lions to this bill. But within the scope
of the bill as presented, all we can do is
move money from one part of the bill
to another. That is an important task,
because there are parts of this bill that
are more in need of funding than oth-
ers.

As explained by the speeches for the
last hour, the most important part of
this bill is the funding for AIDS. With
some 34 million people in Africa, with
over 10 million people in South Asia
and Southeast Asia stricken with HIV,
we need to do more, not just the $202
million provided in the bill, not just
the $242 million which will be available
if the Pelosi-Lee amendment is passed,
but we need to do all we can.

This amendment will increase the
amount for AIDS by an additional $10
million. That is still not even $10 for
every infected person in the continent
of Africa, let alone less than $5 for each
infected person on the face of the
earth.

The question is not why is it impor-
tant to provide more funds to combat
AIDS, but where do we get those funds?
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This bill, this amendment takes those
funds from the allocation from the
World Bank and more particularly
from IDA. Now, IDA is a good program
of the World Bank, but it is not as im-
portant as dealing with AIDS. Just as
important, those of us who are con-
cerned with promoting foreign aid in
this country have to make sure that
the foreign aid we appropriate is con-
sistent with American values.

Last month, the World Bank loaned
$231 million to Iran, while ignoring the
fact that Iran would jail 10 Jewish citi-
zens just because of their religion,
hence a desire, a need to transfer $10
million. Not only that, but I talked to
the President of the World Bank today
who was unable to assure me that the
funds appropriated in this bill would
not be lent to Sudan, Afghanistan. The
funds provided to IDA in this bill can
be lent to any corrupt government any-
where in the world. That is why it is
better to spend the money through
American agencies fighting AIDS.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) claim
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CALLAHAN).

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
think it is rather ironic, here we have
the HIV program in need, and IDA is
also in need. I know that the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
the ranking member on our sub-
committee, has been such a strong pro-
ponent of IDA. I am just wondering if
she is going to object to this.
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In any event, I think with the same
argument I have used on every amend-
ment, there is nothing wrong with the
destination the gentleman is seeking, I
just think this attempt to restructure
and to reallocate the monies that we
have been working on for 6 months to
try to fairly distribute under the limi-
tation of the allocation given to us, in
my opinion, is wrong. It could cause an
avalanche of problems, and then we
start going back and we start taking
money from one program which is
doing a great deal of good, to give it to
another program to do a great deal of
good.

So while I know that the gentleman’s
intentions are noble and I respect that,
I know that the needs of the HIV/AIDS
problem is great, at the same time, at
this point, I would urge my colleagues
to object to the amendment, or vote
‘‘no’’ on the amendment, because of the
restructuring argument that I pre-
sented earlier.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to point out that the World Bank
does do some good, but it also does sub-
stantial harm when it loans American

money to Iran at this time and when it
is possible that it would loan American
money to Sudan or Afghanistan at this
time.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I think it needs to be pointed out
that the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
CALLAHAN) has put $834 million into
the Child Survival and Disease pro-
gram, and it is a significant increase,
but the explosion of AIDS certainly
makes it an issue that requires more
attention.

We know that there is very little
being done in the area of shelters, of
helping those people who have the dis-
ease to get a longer and a higher qual-
ity of life. Much of the focus has been
on prevention, and surely much of the
focus should be on prevention. But for
those who have it, those who have the
‘‘slims,’’ as they call it in Africa, need
to be helped through their terrible or-
deal, and there is much more that we
could be doing to help in that way.

I commend my friend for offering the
amendment. I am glad to be one of the
cosponsors, but, again, I do think it
should be underscored there is $834 mil-
lion in here for child survival and dis-
eases. This is a tweak, but it is an im-
portant tweak.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, how
much time do I have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California (Mr. SHERMAN) has 11⁄2
minutes remaining.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HASTINGS).

(Mr. HASTINGS of Florida asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time, and perhaps I can re-
spond quickly to the distinguished sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN).

I am a proponent of the International
Development Fund, IDA, and I am also
a supporter of the measure that is
being offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. SHERMAN). Ultimately,
what it boils down to is that we have
budgetary constraints that we have
created in a time of prosperity. And in
all fairness, if we had sufficient moti-
vation, I believe that we would come
up with the necessary funds.

Thus, we are going to not only have
in this appropriation measure, but in
countless numbers of other amend-
ments and other appropriations yet to
be done and ones that have passed, off-
sets that are required that pit one pro-
gram against another. No one can
argue that I am not for IDA, and no
one can argue that I am not against
the spread of AIDS not only in Africa
but throughout the world.

Let me give some more statistics.
HIV/AIDS infects more than 10 million
children worldwide. Africa is most af-

fected by the disease, with 70 percent of
the world’s 34 million HIV infected peo-
ple. In Botswana, for example, a third
of all girls and 16 percent of all boys
are infected with HIV. In South Africa,
25 percent of all girls and 11 percent of
all boys are infected. Furthermore,
they do not educate our children on
how to protect themselves.

We should support this measure and
we should be prepared to support oth-
ers with offsets.

The CHAIRMAN. Time of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN)
has expired. The gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN) has 31⁄2 minutes
remaining.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Has all time expired
on the other side?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.
Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to rise once again in opposition
to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to this section of the bill?
If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of sections 103 through 106, and
chapter 10 of part I of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, title V of the International Secu-
rity and Development Cooperation Act of
1980 (Public Law 96–533) and the provisions of
section 401 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1969, $1,258,000,000, to remain available until
September 30, 2002: Provided, That of the
amount appropriated under this heading, up
to $10,000,000 may be made available for and
apportioned directly to the Inter-American
Foundation: Provided further, That of the
amount appropriated under this heading, up
to $16,000,000 may be made available for the
African Development Foundation and shall
be apportioned directly to that agency: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds made
available in this Act nor any unobligated
balances from prior appropriations may be
made available to any organization or pro-
gram which, as determined by the President
of the United States, supports or partici-
pates in the management of a program of co-
ercive abortion or involuntary sterilization:
Provided further, That none of the funds made
available under this heading may be used to
pay for the performance of abortion as a
method of family planning or to motivate or
coerce any person to practice abortions; and
that in order to reduce reliance on abortion
in developing nations, funds shall be avail-
able only to voluntary family planning
projects which offer, either directly or
through referral to, or information about ac-
cess to, a broad range of family planning
methods and services, and that any such vol-
untary family planning project shall meet
the following requirements: (1) service pro-
viders or referral agents in the project shall
not implement or be subject to quotas, or
other numerical targets, of total number of
births, number of family planning acceptors,
or acceptors of a particular method of family
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planning (this provision shall not be con-
strued to include the use of quantitative es-
timates or indicators for budgeting and plan-
ning purposes); (2) the project shall not in-
clude payment of incentives, bribes, gratu-
ities, or financial reward to: (A) an indi-
vidual in exchange for becoming a family
planning acceptor; or (B) program personnel
for achieving a numerical target or quota of
total number of births, number of family
planning acceptors, or acceptors of a par-
ticular method of family planning; (3) the
project shall not deny any right or benefit,
including the right of access to participate
in any program of general welfare or the
right of access to health care, as a con-
sequence of any individual’s decision not to
accept family planning services; (4) the
project shall provide family planning accep-
tors comprehensible information on the
health benefits and risks of the method cho-
sen, including those conditions that might
render the use of the method inadvisable and
those adverse side effects known to be con-
sequent to the use of the method; and (5) the
project shall ensure that experimental con-
traceptive drugs and devices and medical
procedures are provided only in the context
of a scientific study in which participants
are advised of potential risks and benefits;
and, not less than 60 days after the date on
which the Administrator of the United
States Agency for International Develop-
ment determines that there has been a viola-
tion of the requirements contained in para-
graph (1), (2), (3), or (5) of this proviso, or a
pattern or practice of violations of the re-
quirements contained in paragraph (4) of this
proviso, the Administrator shall submit to
the Committee on International Relations
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate, a re-
port containing a description of such viola-
tion and the corrective action taken by the
Agency: Provided further, That in awarding
grants for natural family planning under sec-
tion 104 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
no applicant shall be discriminated against
because of such applicant’s religious or con-
scientious commitment to offer only natural
family planning; and, additionally, all such
applicants shall comply with the require-
ments of the previous proviso: Provided fur-
ther, That for purposes of this or any other
Act authorizing or appropriating funds for
foreign operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs, the term ‘‘motivate’’, as it
relates to family planning assistance, shall
not be construed to prohibit the provision,
consistent with local law, of information or
counseling about all pregnancy options: Pro-
vided further, That nothing in this paragraph
shall be construed to alter any existing stat-
utory prohibitions against abortion under
section 104 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961: Provided further, That none of the funds
appropriated under this heading may be
made available for any activity which is in
contravention to the Convention on Inter-
national Trade in Endangered Species of
Flora and Fauna (CITES): Provided further,
That of the funds appropriated under this
heading that are made available for assist-
ance programs for displaced and orphaned
children and victims of war, not to exceed
$25,000, in addition to funds otherwise avail-
able for such purposes, may be used to mon-
itor and provide oversight of such programs:
Provided further, That, of the funds appro-
priated by this Act for the Microenterprise
Initiative (including any local currencies
made available for the purposes of the Initia-
tive), not less than one-half should be made
available for programs providing loans in the
following amounts (in 1995 United States dol-
lars) to very poor people, particularly

women, or for institutional support of orga-
nizations primarily engaged in making such
loans: $1,000 or less in the Europe and Eur-
asia region (including North Africa), $400 or
less in the Latin America region, and $300 or
less in the rest of the world.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the language
appearing in the bill beginning with
‘‘Provided’’ on page 11, line 23, through
page 12, line 8, on the grounds that it
violates clause 2 of rule XXI.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
wish to be heard on the point of order?

If not, the Chair is prepared to rule.
The Chair finds that the provision in-

cludes language imparting direction.
The provision therefore constitutes
legislation, in violation of clause 2 of
rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained and
that provision is stricken from the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED BY MR. ROEMER

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
amendment No. 18.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 18 offered by Mr. ROEMER:
In title II of the bill under the heading

‘‘BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT—DE-
VELOPMENT ASSISTANCE’’, after the first dol-
lar amount insert ‘‘(increased by
$15,000,000)’’.

In title II of the bill under the heading
‘‘BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT—OP-
ERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR INTER-
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT’’, after the first dol-
lar amount insert ‘‘(decreased by $2,100,000)’’.

In title IV of the bill under the heading
‘‘MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSIST-
ANCE—FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESI-
DENT—CONTRIBUTION TO THE MULTILATERAL
INVESTMENT GUARANTEE AGENCY’’, after the
dollar amount insert ‘‘(decreased by
$4,900,000)’’.

In title IV of the bill under the heading
‘‘MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSIST-
ANCE—FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESI-
DENT—CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTER-AMERICAN
INVESTMENT CORPORATION’’, after the dollar
amount insert ‘‘(decreased by $8,000,000)’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of earlier today, the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) will be rec-
ognized for 10 minutes, and a Member
opposed will be recognized for 10 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want to
say that this is a bipartisan amend-
ment. I have the strong support of the
gentleman from New York (Mr. HOUGH-
TON), the gentlewoman from Maryland
(Mrs. MORELLA), the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. HASTINGS), the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. LUTHER), who has
been so helpful, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH), and the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL).

This amendment is simple. It in-
creases by $15 million the microenter-
prise loans for the poor, the poorest

people in the world, to get loans that
are repaid. And because of the budget
rules, we take $15 million that is offset
from three different accounts to plus
up the microenterprise loans for the
poor account.

Now, we have wide bipartisan support
for this. And when we are talking
about $15 million, Mr. Chairman, I
want to talk about how simple this
amendment is and talk about $1. One
dollar is what the Secretary of the
United Nations says that 20 percent of
our population in the world lives on per
day. Not that they eat on; that they
live on. One dollar or less per day.

Now, microenterprise loans for the
poor loan $25, $50, $100 at a time to peo-
ple in poverty in Bangladesh, in India,
in Africa, mostly women, to start
small businesses. Let me give my col-
leagues an example of why this pro-
gram is so important and why we need
to fund it with another $15 million.

Sarah Doe, formerly of Liberia, fled
to the Ivory Coast. She lost her hus-
band in the war and she has 10 children.
She gets a loan for $16 from micro-
enterprise loans for the poor and starts
a small business selling donuts. Now,
that does not sound like a lot to us, be-
cause so many people in the world live
on less than a dollar a day, but to her
she is now running a successful small
business. She has been able to send
four of her children to school and es-
tablish savings accounts. Sixteen dol-
lars is the original loan helping to save
her children, starting a small business.
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This is some of the best money we
can spend when we decide to do it effi-
ciently in foreign aid, money that is
loaned that is repaid at 95 to 99 percent
repayment. We need to do this, Mr.
Chairman. It is right. It is efficient. It
is bipartisan. And it is an investment
in getting people out of poverty, help-
ing them help their children, and even-
tually making them part of this world
economy.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I tell the gentleman
that we support the microenterprise
fund. That is not the issue. The gen-
tleman and I have discussed earlier and
I have pledged to help him if indeed we
get an additional allocation to meet
his goal. But I do not know if the gen-
tleman heard what the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) requested of
the Chair just prior to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) rising; and
that is, he, through a point of order, re-
moved the section he is trying to put
the money in. So all he is doing, in-
stead of giving it to the microenter-
prise program, is giving it to the big
pot of assistance that will be available.

Now, if the gentleman will take my
request and withdraw his amendment, I
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will be happy to work in conference to
try to get additional monies for the
microenterprise program. That is not a
problem. But if the gentleman prefers
to try it this way, then I will just re-
move my commitment.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate, first of all, the offer and pledge
of the gentleman. Secondly, I deeply
appreciate his commitment to micro-
enterprise loans for the poor. I know he
is genuine. I know he is a fighter for
programs that are efficient and work. I
know he wants to do something to help
bring the poorest of the poor into the
world community and the world econ-
omy.

Before I agree with the gentleman to
withdraw the amendment and then get
the $15 million, I want to remind him,
which he already knows, that this $15
million would merely take us up to the
authorized level of what the House has
approved. So I appreciate his fight, his
vigor, his support, his pledge.

Before I ask unanimous consent to
withdraw the amendment, I have four
or five cosponsors of the amendment
that are still here past midnight that
would like to speak on it and that
would take probably another 8 or 9
minutes.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I am sorry, we do
not have another 8 or 9 amendments.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, no, I
said 8 or 9 minutes.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, we
do not have another 8 or 9 minutes in
order to do that.

Mr. ROEMER. I have more time, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thought the gentleman had yielded
back his time.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I re-
served the balance of my time.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished chairman for yield-
ing me the time and for his commit-
ment to do more in conference on this
microenterprise issue.

I want to commend the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) for his lead-
ership and for his constant attention to
this very important issue.

As my colleagues know, Mr. Chair-
man, we have traveled many places in
the developing world. The gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. LOWEY), a
member of the committee, and I have
visited many microlending sites,
microenterprise activities.

It is hard for us in the United States
to understand how a little bit of money
can go such a very long way and make
such a very, very big difference. I could
go into it chapter and verse over the
map, but I would be abusing the good

nature of my distinguished chairman
so I will not do that, except to say that
this is a program that has a tremen-
dous base of support in our country at
the grassroots level. It is effective. It
works. And I commend the gentleman
for pushing it even further because I
know that it will reap tremendous ben-
efits.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HOUGHTON), a cosponsor of
the amendment who has worked so
hard on this.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. ROEMER) for his leadership
here. I also want to thank the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN).

Clearly the work is going to be done
in conference, and that is the impor-
tant thing. The fact that the gen-
tleman is going to support this, is will-
ing to work, that is good enough for
me.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. LUTHER), who has been
very helpful and his staff has been ex-
tremely helpful.

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Chairman, I cer-
tainly want to thank the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) for his out-
standing leadership as well as the other
cosponsors and also the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI), who has
been a terrific supporter of this whole
concept of microcredit.

I will be very brief, Mr. Chairman. I
merely want to say that currently
more than one billion people, one-fifth
of the world’s population, live in ex-
treme poverty. And that is what we are
talking about here this evening. As
long as poverty continues to plague the
world, there will not be a lasting peace,
there will not be the kind of stability
that we all want, not to mention the
pain and suffering in the lives of so
many people and families.

What is great about the microcredit
program is that it is not a handout. It
is in fact start-up loans that will be re-
paid by the people. It is basically using
precious foreign aid dollars in the best
possible way that we can spend them.

Now, what this amendment would do
and why I think it makes so much
sense is it would bring the level of this
particular category up to the author-
ized level, as already pointed out, that
has been passed by this Congress. And
I would submit that there is no more
cost-effective way for us to provide for
the self-sufficiency of the people of the
world and to spread democracy around
the world than to do this very thing
that is being proposed here, all at the
same time while we are improving the
lives of our fellow inhabitants of the
world. I think that that is something
that we can be very, very proud of as
we work on this this evening.

So, Mr. Chairman, let me just con-
clude by saying that, in a time of budg-
et constraint like the one that we are

in, we have to prioritize. I believe we
need to give priority to this particular
activity. I thank the other Members. I
appreciate the help that has been ex-
pressed on the floor.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA), who has
been an early and strong supporter.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to thank
the chairman of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN), particularly for his promise,
and he has always fulfilled it, in terms
of expanding that $15 million as he can
for microenterprise. I want to thank
the other cosponsors of this amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, directly aiding the
poorest of the poor, especially women
in the developing world, has a positive
effect not only on family incomes but
on child nutrition, health, and edu-
cation. As women in particular rein-
vest income in their families, the poor
in the developing world, particularly
women, turn to self-employment in
order to generate a substantial portion
of their livelihood.

In Africa over 80 percent of employ-
ment is generated in this informal sec-
tor of the self-employed poor. These
poor entrepreneurs are often trapped in
poverty because they cannot obtain
credit at a reasonable rate to build
their asset base or expand their other-
wise viable self-employment activities.

We know from experience that micro-
credit financing helps, that the poor
are able to expand their incomes and
their businesses dramatically when
they can access loans at reasonable in-
terest rates. Through the development
of self-sustaining microfinance pro-
grams, poor people themselves can lead
the fight against hunger and poverty.
It also develops confidence, dignity and
self-sufficiency.

So, again, I thank the chairman in
advance for putting this money into
microenterprise.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. HASTINGS), who has been a
tireless supporter of these microenter-
prise loans, a friend from the Com-
mittee on Intelligence, as well.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my distinguished col-
league from Indiana for yielding me
the time.

I particularly rise on this measure
for asking the House to support it. The
Committee on Appropriations, each
day that there is an appropriation
measure, submits a report in expla-
nation. The chairman of this sub-
committee, my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN),
previously said that he had written the
perfect bill.

Certainly on economic growth and
microenterprise, I wish to join in sug-
gesting that he is absolutely correct
about that part. Let the House hear
what he said:
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‘‘Microenterprise has proven its ef-

fectiveness in promoting economic
growth in many of the poorest coun-
tries and allowing poor people, espe-
cially women, to lift themselves out of
poverty and to create and expand
microbusinesses which raise living
standards.

b 0010
The committee recognizes that

microenterprise cannot lift an entire
Nation out of poverty. Broad policy re-
forms and responsible stewardship of
resources at the national level are es-
sential. But microenterprise programs
can complement sound macroeconomic
policies.

I say to the gentleman from Ala-
bama, he did write something perfect.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. LOWEY), who is not only
concerned about this issue of poverty,
but also a strong supporter of edu-
cation.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman for his hard
work on this issue. He has really been
a leader. I want to thank the ranking
member; I want to thank the chair-
man, and I particularly want to thank
the chairman, because we appreciate
his commitment to work in conference
to raise these numbers on this issue,
and I know that the chairman will suc-
ceed, and we will all succeed as a result
of his important work.

For those of us who have been watch-
ing this process for a long time, the
success is really extraordinary. To see
a woman open a small restaurant or
buy some chickens and sell their eggs
or make bread to sell to her neighbors,
the small amount of income and the
small amount of savings that this loan
makes possible will pay for a school
uniform for a daughter who may not
otherwise have gone to school in many
parts of the world; it will pay for doc-
tor visits for her family, nourishing
food to keep everyone healthy and ac-
tive. Most important of all, it makes
her stand tall and be a person and help
support her family.

So I thank the chairman again for
his commitment.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
45 seconds to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE), a friend on the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, let me
just commend the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. ROEMER), and the number of
cosponsors of this amendment.

Microeconomics is very important.
First of all, it puts women in charge
because many of these loans go to
women. Secondly, when we looked at
the accounts, interestingly enough, the
payment return rate is exceedingly
high, between 90 and 95 percent of these
microeconomic loans. It means a lot of
empowerment, not only because it
brings in extra revenue, but it gives
women a position in many instances of
working for women’s rights and inde-
pendence and self-reliance.

So I think that the money that we
are talking about will go a long, long
way. It will also show as an example by
what happens to the women.

Mr. Chairman, I support this amend-
ment, and I urge its adoption.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, with
the 15 seconds I have remaining, I want
to thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI) for all of her hard
work and dedication to these issues. I
look forward to working with her in
conference.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN), who is
truly a gentleman, and we look forward
to working with him to get this $15
million in conference.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to objection, I just
want to briefly respond to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS),
when he read a portion of my bill and
he agreed that that section that he
read was just like that song that I
mentioned earlier in the evening that I
have written the perfect country song,
the same as David Allen Coe did when
he wrote that song about ‘‘You don’t
have to call me darlin’, darlin’. You
don’t even have to call me by my
name.’’

Well, I will tell the gentleman from
Florida, he can call me by my name as
long as he stands up and says those
kind things about this perfect bill I
think I have written.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of-

fered by the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER) is withdrawn.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF
MICHIGAN

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of
Michigan:

Page 12, line 8, before the period insert the
following: ‘‘: Provided further, That of the
amount appropriated under this heading,
$30,000,000 shall be made available for plant
biotechnology research and development’’.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes on his amendment
and a Member opposed will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to offer an
amendment that I think is tremen-

dously exciting in terms of the poten-
tial to help developing nations of the
world in two areas: food production and
health.

This amendment sets aside $30 mil-
lion for plant biotechnology research
and development. Its language reflects
language put in the Senate bill by Sen-
ator BOND of Missouri. It is technology
aimed at solving the health and hu-
manitarian and environmental chal-
lenges, particularly in the developing
world. Indeed, the fruits of this re-
search promise to address some of the
most serious challenges faced there:
hunger, malnutrition, drought, pes-
tilence, and disease. Can we imagine if
we develop a kind of plant that can
now grow in those arid soils where food
cannot be grown at the present time.

Since we first cultivated about 10,000
years ago, mankind has searched for
ways to improve them. Traditional se-
lection and cross-breeding has been
very useful in improving crop plants,
but this is a time-consuming process
that commonly produces unwanted
traits that must be eliminated. We now
have over 1,000 biotech products on the
market.

With the development of bio-
technology, plant breeders are now
able to develop new varieties of plants
in a level of precision and range un-
heard of just 2 decades ago. The poten-
tial benefits to mankind are limited
only by the resourcefulness of our sci-
entists. Just today, it was announced
that genes are the major cause of can-
cer, breast cancer and colon cancer.

U.S. farmers, of course, have been
quick to adopt the plants modified by
biotechnology, and it is also spreading
around the world. But as great as the
potential of biotechnology here in the
United States is, it holds even greater
promise to solve many intractable
problems facing farmers and hungry
people, consumers in the developing
world. Improved crop plants promise to
mitigate common agricultural prob-
lems in much of the developing world
through weather, pest and drought re-
sistance, improved nutrition, and high-
er yields.

On April 13, as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Basic Research, I issued
a report on the benefits of safety and
oversight of regulation, Seeds of Oppor-
tunity, a large section of which is de-
voted to a discussion of the potential
benefits of this technology in improv-
ing nutrition, health, and feeding a
growing worldwide population.

A white paper issued just yesterday,
a white paper was issued by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, joined by
the Royal Society of London, the Bra-
zilian, Chinese, Indian, Mexican, and
Third World Academies of Science put
the situation plainly, and I quote:
‘‘Today there are some 800 million peo-
ple who do not have access to sufficient
food to meet their needs. Malnutrition
plays a significant role in half of the
nearly 12 million deaths each year of
children under 5 in developing coun-
tries.’’
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Still quoting, ‘‘In addition to lack of

food, deficiencies in micro-nutrients,
especially vitamin A, iodine and iron,
are widespread.’’

They conclude that agricultural bio-
technology research and development
should be aggressively pursued, and I
quote again, ‘‘to increase the produc-
tion of main food staples, improve the
efficiency of production, reduce the en-
vironmental impact of agriculture, and
provide access to food for people and
farmers around the world.’’

Mr. Chairman, let me just conclude. I
am excited about this. I think agricul-
tural biotechnology and gene tech-
nology offer tremendous opportunities,
only limited by the creativity and
funding for research dollars.

b 0020
It can play a major role in helping

developing countries become self-suffi-
cient in food production.

One example of its promise is the de-
velopment of a new strain of rice. It is
called golden rice. It contains both
beta carotene and iron, and work is un-
derway to get this new variety to the
field.

The merging of medical and agricul-
tural biotechnology has opened up new
ways to develop plant varieties with
characteristics to enhance health.

It was announced today that this
kind of gene research has huge poten-
tial in the developing world. Research-
ers are now working on developing
plants that will develop medicines and
edible vaccines through common foods
that could be used to immunize the
kids around the world. This is signifi-
cantly important.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) insist
on his point of order?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order against the
amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation in an appropriation bill, and
therefore violates clause 2 of rule XXI.

The rule states in pertinent part,
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priation bill shall not be in order if
changing existing law.’’

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I am excited
about this, Mr. Chairman. I would ask
the chairman if he would consider
looking at the Senate language in this
amendment and consider the potential
and the appropriateness of moving
ahead in this area of doing something
in the area of biotechnology.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, as
the gentleman is aware, the language
is already in the Senate version of our
bill, so we will have to address it. We
will certainly take the gentleman’s
views into consideration.

If the gentleman would like to with-
draw his amendment, then I will with-
draw my point of order.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to with-
draw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of-

fered by the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. SMITH) is withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 20 offered by Mr. SANDERS:
Page 8, line 10, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $2,500,000)’’.
Page 33, line 6, after the first dollar

amount insert ‘‘(decreased by $2,500,000)’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes and a Member op-
posed will be recognized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS).

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is co-
sponsored by the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH), the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. Slaughter), and
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY).

What this amendment does is in-
crease U.S. AID’s development assist-
ance account by $2.5 million to provide
assistance to indigenous and locally-
based nongovernmental organizations
for the protection and reintegration of
women and children who are victims of
international trafficking.

The committee’s bill provides, unfor-
tunately, no funds, zero fund, to assist
the millions of people, primarily
women and children, who are trafficked
across international borders each year
and forced into prostitution, sweatshop
labor, and domestic servitude.

The fastest-growing international
trafficking business is the trade of
women, trailing only behind traf-
ficking in drugs and arms.

According to the U.S. State Depart-
ment, between 1 and 2 million women
and girls seeking a better life abroad
unexpectedly find themselves in broth-
els, the sweatshop labor industry, or
exploitative domestic servitude. This
tragedy continues to grow as economic
globalization expands, increasing the
movement of people across borders.

In a world of rich nations and poor
nations, these exploitative and inhu-
mane practices feed on the poverty and
despair of poor women, children, and
families in the developing world, par-
ticularly in Southeast Asia and the
former Soviet Union.

Earlier this year, the House passed
legislation sponsored by my colleague
and cosponsor of this amendment, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) highlighting the problem of
trafficking in persons and authorizing
funds to assist victims. These initia-
tives have bipartisan support in the
House and Senate and the support of
the administration, which requested
$10 million in assistance for trafficking
victims.

Unfortunately, this legislation does
not provide any funds to deal with this
tragedy. The $2.5 million for this vi-
tally important assistance comes from
the international military education
and training IMET account by reducing
the amount in the bill for this program
by $2.5 million which level-funds IMET.

I should add that IMET has seen a 100
percent increase in the last 5 years. In
other words, Mr. Chairman, we are
level-funding a program that has in-
creased by 100 percent in 5 years in
order to provide a small amount of
funding to an area which is in dire need
of these funds.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) seek to
control time in opposition?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Alabama is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment, but not with the in-
tent of the amendment. I agree, first of
all, with the intent of the amendment,
but in our bill already we provide sig-
nificant resources to help prevent traf-
ficking in women and children.

In recent years we have supported
AID programs designed to end traf-
ficking. In Asia, for example, funds are
already contained in this bill. We will
continue to support the following pro-
grams with anti-trafficking compo-
nents: One, AID’s South Asia Regional
Initiative; two, AID’s Regional Wom-
en’s Initiative; three, AID’s South
Asian Democracy Program. AID is un-
dertaking similar programs in Africa
and Latin America to fight trafficking
of women.

I assure the gentleman that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations will continue
to support these anti-trafficking pro-
grams. I had hoped that we would be
able to resolve this issue with a col-
loquy, since we have already increased
development assistance by $30 million
over the fiscal year 2000 appropriation.

There are sufficient funds, I believe,
to address the concerns the gentleman
has raised. I see really no reason for
the amendment, because I think we are
taking care of the gentleman’s con-
cerns anyway. I would like him not to
try to reconstruct the bill to make a
point, which is exactly what he would
be doing, when we have already agreed.

I would also, even though I will not
be chairman next year, I would have
appreciated this year if the gentleman
had contacted me a little earlier, like
probably 300 Members of the House did,
and we tried to facilitate everyone who
contacted us earlier with their con-
cerns. I am sure we could have had suf-
ficient language in here to do what the
gentleman is doing by reconstructing
our bill.

Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate the
gentleman withdrawing his amendment
if he possibly could consider that, and
we will be happy to work to further
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complement the language and instruc-
tions we already have in the bill where
a sufficient amount of money is al-
ready designated.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from California.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, it is my
understanding that the amendment
being offered by the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) specifically ad-
dresses a program which funds local in-
digenous nongovernmental organiza-
tions to engage in this protection for
women.

Can the chairman tell me specifi-
cally, and please forgive me for not
knowing this, if what U.S. AID is doing
has that component to its initiative to
stop trafficking of women?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, in
the amendment that the gentleman of-
fered, or as we have, I do not see that.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. The gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI) is correct
in interpreting the intent of the
amendment, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CALLAHAN. I will be happy to
work with the gentleman, but I do not
think we ought to restructure the bill
for any reason. I have opposed it all
night long and I oppose it now.

I find it strange that we are debating
an issue that we have already ex-
pressed our total support of in the bill,
and provided sufficient amounts of
monies.

Let me just once again say that we
are talking about amendment No. 20.
Are we talking about amendment No.
20?

Mr. SANDERS. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CALLAHAN. There is no indica-

tion in the language I have here that it
does what the gentleman says it does.

Mr. SANDERS. It increases U.S.
AID’s development assistance account
by $2.5 million to provide assistance to
indigenous and locally-based NGOs.

Mr. CALLAHAN. It does not say
that. The amendment I have just sim-
ply says it increases it by $2.5 million
and decreases an account by $2.5 mil-
lion. It is not specific in the amend-
ment that I have here.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH).

b 0030

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my friend, the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) for
yielding to me, and just let me say I
am very much supportive of this lan-
guage and the intent. The $2.5 million
is really a small amount of money, and
it does highlight an often neglected
part of this whole trafficking problem
and tragedy that we face, and that is,
that the locally based indigenous orga-
nizations like Miramad in Russia or
LaStrada in the Ukraine do not get

much funding if they get funding at all,
and they are in the front line when
women are either trafficked out of the
country and they are intercepted in
some way, often through some good
law enforcement, or when they are re-
turned after being abused.

In order to break the cycle, these
NGOs are right there providing treat-
ment, providing psychological coun-
seling and rescuing women.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
CALLAHAN) has now expired.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word and ask
the Clerk to read the amendment, be-
cause the amendment as I understand
it, it says on page 8, line 10, after the
dollar amount, insert increase by $2.5
million. Then it says on line 6, after
the first dollar insert decrease by $2.5
million. Technically, the money that
we transfer could be used by anything.
It could be used for population. It could
be used for anything.

The amendment does not specifically
say what the gentleman is expressing,
and I would ask the Clerk to read the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the Clerk will report the amendment.

There was no objection.
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment No. 20 offered by Mr. SANDERS:
Page 8, line 10, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $2,500,000)’’.
Page 33, line 6, after the first dollar

amount insert ‘‘(decreased by $2,500,000)’’.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, I would say to the
gentleman from Vermont (Mr. SAND-
ERS) I think that the amendment says
what I am telling the gentleman. It
does not transfer the money to the pro-
gram of trafficking that the gentleman
is concerned about.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman is technically correct, what
it does do is take $2.5 million from
IMET and transfer it and increases
funds for USAID’s development assist-
ance account. Clearly the intent of ev-
erything that I am speaking about is to
use that $2.5 million to go to NGOs to
combat the trafficking crisis which ex-
ists, but the gentleman is technically
correct.

Is the gentleman supportive of what
we are trying to do?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Reclaiming my
time, yes, I am, and that is why I was
trying to express, I will be happy to
work with the gentleman to try to get
the money. I would not like to recon-
struct my bill at this time in order to
give an additional $2.5 million to the
agency, but I will be happy to work
with the gentleman to try to get that,
if the gentleman reads the language we
already have it in the report or in the
bill.

It is a very lengthy report, which
says almost what the gentleman is say-

ing, whereby we are instructing them
to do that. So I would think that there
would be no need for this. But to an-
swer the gentleman’s question, yes, I
will be happy to work with the gen-
tleman to try to facilitate your goal.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I concur
with the gentleman from Alabama
(Chairman CALLAHAN) and ask the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) to
withdraw the amendment and work
with the Committee on Appropriations.
We certainly feel that the gentleman’s
goal is meritorious, and we will try to
resolve this matter and come to some
agreement on its merits. So I would
urge the gentleman if he would con-
sider withdrawing the amendment at
this time.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, the
issue here is I know that we all agree
on the crisis and we all want to do
something about it. My concern is that
at least $2.5 million go to indigenous
NGOs.

Mr. Chairman, is the gentleman say-
ing that he is prepared to try to find
money to do that?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Reclaiming my
time, I will be happy to attempt to en-
sure to the gentleman that that lan-
guage will be put in during the process,
but it shall not be taken out of the
IMET training money that he has sug-
gested.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont, unless the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)
wants to respond to mine or the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI)
can use the 2 minutes, I will be happy
to yield.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, if
what I am hearing the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) say is that he
is prepared to put $2.5 million from a
source that he will determine into in-
digenous NGOs to combat trafficking.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Reclaiming my
time, that is correct that we will do it.
We will readjust the figures of the ex-
isting appropriation levels to spell out
what the gentleman is seeking to do.
Whether or not we get additional allo-
cations or not, we can still do it, but I
do not agree that we should take it out
of the IMET training program.

Mr. SANDERS. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, at the end of the day
there will be $2.5 million going to local
NGOs to combat that?

Mr. CALLAHAN. That would be my
serious attempt if I can get the Senate
to agree.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Vermont has 23⁄4 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. PELOSI).
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Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I say to

the gentleman from Vermont, no, I will
just get time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Vermont should use the balance
of his time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I want
to exercise the same privilege as the
distinguished chairman did as is
spelled out in the unanimous consent
request.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman is
correct; although, the Chair would tell
the gentlewoman that if she would like
to at this point, the Chair will permit
her, although it is really inappropriate
to do so while an amendment is pend-
ing.

The Chair was attempting to facili-
tate a conversation, and the Chair will
not make that mistake again.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I
thought it was in keeping with the
unanimous consent request, but I will
tell you what, Mr. Chairman, heeding
what the gentleman is saying there, I
will not use the full 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I just want a clarifica-
tion because I do not know what op-
tions are available to us. Certainly if
this bill goes to conference, and one
never knows around here, if the bill
goes to conference, I would certainly
and I know the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. LOWEY), the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Ms. KILPATRICK) and
others Members of the subcommittee
would have this as a very high priority,
and I know the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. LOWEY) can get her own
time to speak on this, but I just wanted
to know what options were available.
Can we be specific in conference? Are
we talking about very specific report
language?

I think this conversation is very im-
portant on the floor to talk about the
legislative intent, because this is a
very important issue, and I really do
not have enough time, even if I use my
full 5 minutes to tell you how much it
means to women.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. PELOSI. I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, it is
my intention to assure the gentleman
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) that I am
going to make every effort I can to en-
sure that the money is spelled out in
the bill. I think the intent is clearly
spelled out sufficiently for them to
spend the money anyway, but if the
gentleman is concerned that it is not,
well then we will insert the figure $2.5
million or whatever the number is.

Ms. PELOSI. Reclaiming my time, I
look forward to supporting the gen-
tleman in that effort.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. LOWEY).

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, just
briefly the hour is late, I want to
thank again my ranking member, the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI), my colleague, the gentleman
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) and our

chairman, the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN) for the commit-
ment to put money into this effort.

Having recently returned from India,
visiting a school where we spoke with
the young girls who had been traf-
ficked, the tragedy of this throughout
the world is so immense and I know the
gentleman from Alabama is aware of it
and I appreciate the gentleman’s com-
mitment to invest the money in this
effort, and I thank the gentleman.

Mr. CALLAHAN. If the gentlewoman
would further yield, I do not know how
many times I can say yes, maybe if I
talked a little slower.

Mr. SANDERS. I am hearing a yes,
Y-E-S; is that correct?

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I will be very brief since I think
we have come to the conclusion, but
just to remind the body and I think it
is important that this House on May
9th did pass the comprehensive legisla-
tion that would impose very, very
tough new criminal penalties, up to life
in imprisonment on those who traffic
people into the United States or any
part of that process and also to prevent
automatic deportation, a protection for
the women so that they can be helped
while they are here. Eventually many
of these women will get back to their
country or at least some of them, I will
not say many, and they will need pro-
tection when they get back, and that is
what I think the gentleman’s amend-
ment and my amendment seeks to do.

We had authorized in that legislation
$10 million for victims, and this is a
modest down payment on that author-
ization. So I thank the gentleman from
Alabama (Chairman CALLAHAN) and I
think his word is his bond and I think
we are off to a good start here.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would just conclude by thanking
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN) and the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH) and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI)
and the gentlewoman from New York
(Mrs. LOWEY) and everybody else.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SANDERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thought the purpose of this discussion
was to withdraw the amendment.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, if that is the pur-
pose of it, then I will withdraw the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the amendment. As
long as the gentleman says yes, I will
withdraw the amendment.

b 0040

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) is
withdrawn.

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to this section of the bill?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PAYNE

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PAYNE:
Page 12, line 8, insert before the period the

following: ‘‘: Provided further, That of the
amount appropriated under this heading, not
less than $720,000,000 shall be made available
to carry out chapter 10 of part I of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
New Jersey and a Member opposed each
will control 15 minutes.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama reserves a point of order
on the amendment.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE).

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to request that
the important Development Assistance
Fund, which is a fund that much of the
appropriations for development assist-
ance around the world is a very impor-
tant instrument for development in Af-
rica.

The House has taken a step back-
wards by eliminating the earmark for
the Development Fund for Africa which
was in legislation up until 1994. But we
are not asking for the earmark to be
replaced since it was removed. But we
are asking that $220 million be added
into the Development Assistance Fund,
which would fall under the Develop-
ment Assistance Fund for Africa, the
DFA, although we are not asking for
the earmark.

Now, what I am saying is simply
that, during the 1990s, 1993 and 1994,
when the development from the DFA
was designated, we actually appro-
priated $850 million in 1994, $804 million
in 1993. So we had a continued increase
in the Development Fund for Africa.

The 1998 level was $700 million. In
1999, it was approximately $700 million.
This year, it has dropped to approxi-
mately $500 million. So we are asking
that $220 million be allocated within
the Development Assistance to be ear-
marked for Africa.

It seems, as we have been talking
about all of the problems in Africa, we
have been talking about the AIDS pan-
demic, we have been talking about the
need for loan forgiveness, it seems like
it is a move in the wrong direction to
reduce the Development Fund for Afri-
ca, the monies that are designated, al-
though not earmarked, because these
funds go to assist in famine prevention.
They go in to helping dialogue in coun-
tries to ward off ethnic strife. They go
into many very, very important issues
that help to make stable countries in
Africa.
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I might mention that, during the last

decade, about 85 to 90 percent of the
nations in Africa have gone under de-
mocratization. We have had elections
in practically every country. Many
people have the misconception that
there are dictators still in Africa, but
that was in the past. We have had elec-
tions in Mozambique and in South Afri-
ca. We have had elections in Namibia
and Kenya. We have had elections in
Senegal. We can go on and on and on.
So there is no longer these dictators
who speak with the one voice.

I have talked earlier about the fact
that we did have that problem in the
past during the Cold War where we cre-
ated Mobutu, when we went and desta-
bilized Patrice Lumumba and took him
out of office with our United States in-
telligence operation, and put in
Mobutu, who of course supported the
South African apartheid government of
P.W. Botha. He supported Ian Smith in
Rhodesia who had the same sort of gov-
ernment. He supported the Southwest
Africa, which did the same thing.

This was a Mobutu that we put in be-
cause of the fact that it was during the
Cold War. We can go on and on in Afri-
ca. But there have been elections in
most countries. We are looking for
elections in the former Zaire, the Dem-
ocrat Republic of Congo in the future.
We have seen elections in most other
countries.

So it seems to me that, in order to
alleviate poverty, which is of course
one of the great problems in Africa, in
order to look at the amount of funds
that go into Africa, the population of
Africa is about 700 million people, we
are talking about 500 million, less than
a dollar a person in Africa where we
have seen other places around the
world with much smaller populations
getting billions of dollars.

So it seems to me that, in order for
us to look at Africa, 16 of the 18 of the
poorest countries in the world are
there. While we are reducing the
amount of funds available, as I have in-
dicated, it is going against what we
should been doing in this new millen-
nium. It is really not supporting new
presidents who have been elected and
are going through structural adjust-
ments like in Mozambique where they
have had a growth in their GDP of
about 10 percent annually.

As a matter of fact, these countries,
different from what people believe,
that in the SADC countries, which are
14 countries in South Africa, each of
these countries has had an increase in
their GDP from 4 to 12 percent. Even
the country of Botswana has had a bal-
anced budget and has put more money
in at the end of the day than it has
spent.

So my appeal is that we increase the
Development Fund for Africa to put it
to the levels that it was 5, 6 and 7 years
ago rather than to remove and have
the money used for other parts of the
world.

So, Mr. Chairman, I urge that this
amendment be accepted.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) wish to
make his point of order?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Not at this point,
Mr. Chairman. I reserve the point of
order.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) claim
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
claim the time in opposition, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, as I have indicated,
the Development Fund for Africa,
which is the prime fund, USAID, elec-
tions, funds for democracy, building,
funds for IRI, International Republican
Institute, NDI, the National Demo-
cratic Institute, organizations which
promote the various types of demo-
cratic building programs in the world,
in Africa, are the main part of the
main ingredients of why this develop-
ment fund is so important. It goes to
stability.

We have gone in and said democracy
is what we should be doing. Most of the
countries have actually said we want
to try democracy. There has been elec-
tions also in Tanzania and elections in
Uganda and elections in Kenya. All of
them improved over their previous
elections. So they are striving to a
more perfect election process.

At this time, for us to reduce the
amount of funds that are available in
the DFA I think is a step backwards.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
MEEKS).

b 0050

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, in this day and age, when we look
at the global economy and we look at
how this Nation has developed and
other nations, and yet we look at the
continent of Africa and see how under-
developed they are; and also in this day
and age, when we realize how much
smaller the world has become, I think
it becomes that much more urgent that
we increase the Development Fund for
Africa by the $220 million that is re-
quested by the Payne amendment.

Once upon a time there was a line
item initiative for the Africa develop-
ment fund. That no longer exists. And
when we look at how the cost of things
are ever escalating, this request is ac-
tually very little. We talk about de-
mocracy and helping to democratize
various countries in the continent of
Africa. That is what this money is for,
helping people have a form of govern-
ment where they can grow and develop
as we did.

We should be able to have others ben-
efit from our history and understand
the mistakes that we made in the past
so that they will not have to go
through some of the same growing
pains that we did. In fact, in this great

country, with the prosperity that we
now have, I think it is just the very lit-
tle that we could do, this $220 million.
That is not a lot of money when I think
about some of the individual wealth of
some people in this country. Some
CEOs in this country have $220 million
to use at their disposal. We are talking
about $220 million for an entire con-
tinent of people. That is just pennies.
Pennies. Yet what good, what human
good it will do for the people of the
continent of Africa.

USAID is the money that is entitled
here. Democratic initiatives. A lot of
the things that I hear sometimes sound
like excuses not to do something. When
we were talking earlier in regards to
debt relief, there was the excuse that
was constantly being made that we
cannot do it because this was wrong
with this country or this was wrong
with that country. And many of the
things they talked about that was
wrong with them, well, that is what we
fix in this bill.

So it is about us being serious about
making a difference. It is about our
wanting to reach out a helping hand in
a world that is ever shrinking. I do be-
lieve we are our brothers’ keepers. We
are our brothers’ keepers. And I think
if we want peace and prosperity, that
by doing this we will not have to worry
about spending $60 billion for a bubble
sometime in the future because we are
afraid of suffering some kind of attack.
I think we need to begin to do the
kinds of things that will make us ac-
cepted by others and others accepted
by us because we are working collec-
tively together for humanitarian con-
cerns and reasons.

I think that we can do this. I think
that it is a reasonable thing, and I sup-
port the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and wish to close by indicating that we
feel that we have seen recent success
with elections in Senegal; we have seen
elections in Nigeria; we have seen cur-
rent elections in Mozambique. We have
seen successes.

As I indicated, we had $800 million in
1993, and 1994 $850 million, and now we
have reduced the allocations of DFA
down to $500 million. It is really a step
backwards. It is unconscionable. It
really does not keep up with what is
going on. It is unbelievable to try to
understand why this is.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as
she may consume to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I want to thank him for his
great leadership when it comes to the
continent of Africa. He is a tremendous
resource to this Congress on this sub-
ject. He knows of what he speaks. And
he is correct, we do not do enough in
the African Development Fund. We
must do more, and I am pleased to sup-
port his amendment.

We need more money in the bill,
though, in order to do this so that we
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do not damage other initiatives that
we want for Africa as well. So in that
spirit I am pleased to support the
amendment and commend the gen-
tleman for his leadership.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time and sim-
ply say that I would hope that that last
statement from the gentlewoman from
California, in a time when we have es-
calating profits, when we have people
who are making billions and millions
of dollars, the number of millionaires
they do not even keep any more, I hope
her statement would indicate for my
colleagues that it is the wrong time for
us to turn our backs when we take 100
million here and 200 million there. We
can afford it. We can do better. God has
blessed this Nation, we should not turn
our back on him.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I still reserve my
point of order, and will insist on it in
just a moment, but just in response to
the gentleman, every year the Presi-
dent requests a separate fund for the
development of Africa and every year
this committee combines Africa into
the development assistance and child
survival accounts.

It is not that we are neglecting Afri-
ca. Indeed, if we total up overall every-
thing that we have included this year,
we recommend $1.6 billion for Africa.
So this is not any omission of recogni-
tion of the needs of Africa. We do it.
We do not, nor did my predecessor on
this subcommittee, the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), earmark
funds for countries or regions. We do
not have a special regional account for
Latin America or for Asia either.

I think that we have made it fairly
clear to the administration that it is
our intent that a minimum amount of
$1.6 billion be spent.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to make a point of order
that this is an unauthorized earmark. I
make that point of order against the
amendment, and I ask for a ruling of
the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) wish to
be heard on the point of order?

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand what the gentleman has said, al-
though it appears I was not asking for
a line item.

I am just simply indicating that we
are not asking to specifically earmark
by line item, but in the allocation of
the funds that were in the development
assistance fund it was always under-
stood that we would have a floor of $700
million to $800 million. It is my under-
standing that, with the way the funds
are being allocated now, the floor has
dropped.

So I have not asked for a specific line
item for DFA. I am simply asking that
in the development fund, that funds for
Africa that will be allocated and that
we attempt to stay at least where we

were in the past. That is all I am re-
questing.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule. The amendment proposes
to earmark certain funds in the bill.
Under clause 2(a) of rule XXI, such an
earmarking must be specifically au-
thorized by law. The burden of estab-
lishing the authorization in law rests
with the proponent of the amendment.

Finding that this burden has not
been carried, the Chair must sustain
the point of order.

Are there further amendments to
this section of the bill?

b 0100

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PAYNE

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PAYNE:
Page 12, line 8, insert before the period the

following: ‘‘: Provided further, That of the
amounts appropriated under this heading,
$500,000 shall be made available for a grant to
the Office of the Facilitator of the National
Dialogue for the peace process in the Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo’’.

Strike section 567 of the bill (page 109,
strike line 7 and all that follows through line
11).

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) seek
unanimous consent for that portion of
the amendment which seeks to move
ahead and strike section 567 of the bill?

Mr. PAYNE. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection

to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may
reserve a point of order. Is there objec-
tion to that portion of the amendment
that reaches ahead to the point where
the Clerk has not yet read?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) reserves
a point of order on the amendment.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that I
have offered is an amendment that
would provide assistance to the people
of southern Sudan. At this time we
have seen in Sudan a government from
Khartoum that is a pariah government,
the government of al-Bahsir and Mr.
Tarrabi, a government that had
wreaked havoc on the people to the
south. And the group of the South Su-
danese Liberation Movement have been
struggling for years attempting to pro-
tect the people in the south.

The people in the south are taken
into slavery and they are sold. It is un-
conscionable what is going on there.
We have seen old Russian planes used
to bomb stable communities in the
south. And so we are asking that the
administration give authority to pro-
vide non-lethal and non-food assistance
to the National Democratic Alliance,

which is a group of organizations in the
south of Sudan in order to provide pro-
tection to the civilians who are tar-
geted by government soldiers and by
their militias, their allies, the persons
who are doing aerial bombing and forc-
ing displacement of people and taking
people into slavery.

We are finally starting to see a
groundswell in the country of people
talking about the fact that we can no
longer look the other way at what is
happening in Sudan. It is disgraceful.
It is something that we can no longer
tolerate. We have to give assistance to
folks in that particular area so that
they can at least move forward in at-
tempting to provide protection to the
people.

As I have indicated, we are talking
about non-lethal, non-food but ways
that the folks in that area can be as-
sisted by the National Democratic Alli-
ance.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman,
point of inquiry.

The gentleman, as I understand it,
read one amendment, and he is talking
about another amendment.

Mr. PAYNE. Yes, Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman is absolutely right. The gen-
tleman is correct.

We will ask the Chairman if we
could, then, move to the one that is in
this section. Mr. Chairman, if we could
ask the Clerk to read the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the Clerk will report the amendment
which is pending.

There was no objection.
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment Offered by Mr. PAYNE:
Page 12, line 8, insert before the period the

following: ‘‘: Provided further, That of the
amounts appropriated under this heading,
$500,000 shall be made available for a grant to
the Office of the Facilitator of the National
Dialogue for the peace process in the Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo’’.

Strike section 567 of the bill (page 109,
strike line 7 and all that follows through line
11).

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) con-
tinues to reserve a point of order.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this also is an amend-
ment dealing with the problems on the
Continent. This is asking for $500,000 to
be allocated to the assistance for the
national dialogue, which is the Lusaka
Accords. The Lusaka Accords are the
accords that will end the strife in the
Congo.

As my colleagues know, in the Demo-
cratic Republic of Congo, under the
leadership of President Kabila, there
has been an armed conflict bringing in
five foreign countries to the soil of the
Congo: President Mugabi in Zimbabwe,
President Sam Nujoma from Namibia.
We have the country of Rwanda, the
country of Uganda, Mr. Museveni, Mr.
Mugambi from Rwanda and from An-
gola, Mr. De Santos, are all in a con-
flict in the Congo.

What this request is that the former
president of the country of Botswana,
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who has been designated by the OAU,
the Organization of African Unity, to
have a dialogue with the people of the
Congo to come up with a mechanism
for elections so that the people there
could have elections and that it would
facilitate the removal of foreign troops
from the Congo, the troops from Rwan-
da and Uganda, Namibia, Zimbabwe
and Angola.

And so this $500,000 is very key be-
cause it will give the funds that they
need to do the dialogue with the
Lasaca Accords.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I in-
sist on my point of order. This is an un-
authorized earmark.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
wish to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. PAYNE. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Although the importance of this mat-

ter in this dialogue I believe sort of
ought to be considered, the fact that
we are making the request I assume
would be considered an earmark. I
think that the importance of it is so
great I would hope that there would be
some opportunity within the com-
mittee for some discussion on this mat-
ter. Because with six countries at war
and we are talking $500,000 that could
possibly have the withdraw of these
countries because of the dialogue with-
in the country I think would, hope-
fully, be able to work it in some way in
some language so that it does not vio-
late the question of being an earmark.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other
Member wish to speak on the point of
order?

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to speak on the point of order.

Mr. Chairman, this will not take
long. I think it has been said that this
was an unauthorized expenditure. And
I am not sure exactly what is meant by
that except to say that the request
that has been made by the gentleman
is formally before this House without
it having to be designated as author-
ized as such.

This is extremely important that he
is given the opportunity to have this
considered simply because he has spo-
ken and others have spoken about what
is going on on the Continent, the need
to have more democracy, the need not
to have dictatorships, the need to
make sure that the dollars that we are
trying to get in debt relief is spent in
a wise fashion.

Well, this would help that process.
We have countries that have so much
potential, but they need to be assisted
in their efforts to maintain the peace.

b 0110
We have Angola that has been in-

volved for many years and we have
done nothing to assist them. We have
supported Zabimbi who is up in the
bush rather than giving support to
someone who is trying to carry out de-
mocracy in Angola. We have new lead-
ership in the Congo with no assistance
to Kabila about how to resolve the dif-
ferences between the Hutus and the
Tutsis.

So I would ask that this be made in
order and that the gentleman be al-
lowed to offer this amendment.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
might say once again, I support what
the gentleman wants to do. His amend-
ment earmarks funds within the devel-
opment assistance account.

Earlier this year, USAID asked me to
agree to provide $1 million to support
the problem in the Congo. I agreed to
support this program, which is also
supported by the Catholic Church. So
USAID has already indicated and
pledged $1 million towards this any-
way. What the gentleman’s amendment
would do is earmark $50 million.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule on the point of order.

The amendment proposes to earmark
certain funds in the bill.

Under clause 2(a) of Rule XXI, such
an earmarking must be specifically au-
thorized by law. The burden of estab-
lishing the authorization in law rests
with the proponent of the amendment.
No provision of law has been cited.

Finding that this burden has not
been carried, the Chair must sustain
the point of order against the amend-
ment.

Are there further amendments to
this section of the bill?

If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

LEBANON

Of the funds appropriated under the head-
ings ‘‘Development Assistance’’ and ‘‘Eco-
nomic Support Fund’’, not less than
$18,000,000 should be made available for Leb-
anon to be used, among other programs, for
scholarships and direct support of the Amer-
ican educational institutions in Lebanon.

PRIVATE AND VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS

None of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act for develop-
ment assistance may be made available to
any United States private and voluntary or-
ganization, except any cooperative develop-
ment organization, which obtains less than
20 percent of its total annual funding for
international activities from sources other
than the United States Government: Pro-
vided, That the Administrator of the Agency
for International Development, after notifi-
cation to the Committees on Appropriations,
may, on a case-by-case basis, waive the re-
striction contained in this paragraph, after
taking into account the effectiveness of the
overseas development activities of the orga-
nization, its level of volunteer support, its fi-
nancial viability and stability, and the de-
gree of its dependence for its financial sup-
port on the agency.

Funds appropriated or otherwise made
available under title II of this Act should be
made available to private and voluntary or-
ganizations at a level which is at least equiv-
alent to the level provided in fiscal year 1995.

INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE

For necessary expenses for international
disaster relief, rehabilitation, and recon-
struction assistance pursuant to section 491
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, $165,000,000, to remain available
until expended.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF

TEXAS

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas:

In title II of the bill under the heading
‘‘BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE–
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT–
INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE’’, after
the first dollar amount insert ‘‘(decreased by
$10,000,000)’’.

In title III of the bill under the heading
‘‘MILITARY ASSISTANCE–FUNDS APPRO-
PRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT–PEACEKEEPING OP-
ERATIONS’’, after the first dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the previous
order of the House, the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) will be
recognized for 5 minutes and a Member
opposed will be recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) reserves
a point of order against the amend-
ment.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, my first order of busi-
ness is to thank the ranking member,
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI) and the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN) for their gen-
erosity and kindness in recognizing
how vital these issues are to so many
of us.

Just about a couple of weeks ago on
the Commerce, State, Justice Appro-
priations bill, I tried there to rec-
oncile, if you will, what I thought was
a terrible direction in limiting the
President’s opportunity to join in
peacekeeping efforts and to fund peace-
keeping efforts around the world by
way of the restriction on the funding
requiring congressional intervention.

This amendment would restore mon-
ies that have been taken from the
peacekeeping efforts. The bill appro-
priates $118 million for voluntary con-
tributions for international peace-
keeping operations, including those in
the Sinai and Cyprus, $16 million, 12
percent less than the request; and $35
million, 12 percent less than the cur-
rent level.

What my amendment does is add $10
million to this very vital effort.

Mr. Chairman, let me speak to this
whole idea of peacekeeping. As we
stand here in the early morning hours
of July 13, 2000, all of us are prayerful
and grateful that there are peace nego-
tiations going on regarding the Middle
East. Well, then, I would say, Mr.
Chairman, that our responsibilities on
peace, as I have indicated on coming to
the floor of the House, is a burden that
America accepts as one of the most
powerful or the most powerful demo-
cratic Nation in the world; in fact, the
most powerful Nation in the world.

As we look to the continent of Africa
with such promise, having passed the
African Growth and Opportunity Act,
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fighting for survival for those who are
infected with HIV/AIDS, we cannot
avoid looking at the need for peace. In
fact, we find in the passage of the legis-
lation, and the foreign policy has spe-
cifically limited the funding for peace-
keeping missions in Ethiopia, Eritrea,
Sierra Leone, the Democratic Republic
of the Congo, Angola and the Western
Saharan region.

Mr. Chairman, this is a tragedy. Just
coming back from the United Nations
last week, and we joined with several
Members of this body, along with a
number of ambassadors, many of them
from the continent of Africa, where we
joined together that we would stop the
abuse and use of children in war, stop
using children in prostitution and por-
nography. That was a great step of col-
laboration, but yet, America cannot
join its allies in fighting for peace. In
Sierra Leone as a very prime example,
Mr. Chairman, let me cite for my col-
leagues, ‘‘the line of youth swelled
with other abductees as the rebels took
the boys, told the boys their hands
would be cut off and sent back to the
democratic president of Sierra Leone.’’

Another story, Mr. Chairman, talk-
ing about the Jordanian soldiers who
arrived in Sierra Leone fresh in this be-
leaguered peacekeeping effort, and I re-
alize that we have not had good things
to say about those peacekeeping ef-
forts, but yet that president is trying.
As he paid homage to 19 people killed
during the recent demonstration, he
was still trying to encourage the 10,000
people who, without fear, gathered to
rally around to support him that we
can have peace in Sierra Leone.

The only way we are going to have
peace is if we have the kind of re-
sources in America to be able to give
our fair share to the United Nations
peacekeeping efforts. We did it in
Kosovo, and many people came on this
floor and laughed about Kosovo. They
believed we could not have peace there,
and yes, it is a shaky peace. But with
the United Nations and our air war ef-
fort, we have a stabilized peace in
Kosovo and in the Bosnian area.

Can we do less on the continent of
Africa? Can we do less for the Congo?
Can we do less for Angola? Can we do
less in Eritrea and Ethiopia? The chair-
man knows that he worked with me
just a few years ago to challenge Ethi-
opia to improve its human rights situa-
tion, and yet, here we are today caus-
ing the effort to be diminished by not
providing them with peacekeeping
funds.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to offer an
amendment to H.R. 4811, the Foreign Appro-
priations bill. We must re-establish our nation’s
unwavering commitment to the world’s Inter-
national Peacekeeping efforts, which are de-
signed to bring peace and order in times of
strife and chaos.

This amendment that would increase fund-
ing an amount of $10 million for peacekeeping
activities in H.R. 4811, the Foreign Operations
appropriation measure.

The bill appropriates $118 million for vol-
untary contributions for international peace-

keeping operations, including those in the
Sinai and Cyprus, $16 million (12%) less than
requested and $35 million (12%) less than the
current level.

As the world’s sole super power we must
not concede that any part of it is outside of
our interest as a nation. What happens in
other countries does affect our nation. If only
one lesson can be gained by our nation’s ex-
perience during World War II, it is that ignoring
an international problem does not make it go
away.

Prior to the Congressional recess for the
Fourth of July Break this body made an at-
tempt to negate our nations full range of op-
tions in implementing foreign policy by specifi-
cally limiting the provision of funding for
peacekeeping missions in Ethiopia, Eritrea, Si-
erra Leone, The Democratic Republic of the
Congo, Angola, and the Western Saharan re-
gion.

Should that kind of thinking become stand-
ard foreign policy for our nation the foes of the
United States can just wait until we declare
some territory off limits and then relocate their
operation to that location and then they could
freely use that territory to project their terror to
our shoes at will.

It has been said often enough by those who
are more versed in national security than most
of this body because of their positions on Na-
tional Security related committees that the one
thing no nation should do is say what they will
not do. It is better to keep opponents guessing
about what we will or will not do regarding the
protection of our people and national interest
abroad.

Specifically, the amendment increases the
President-Peacekeeping Operations funding
amount currently in this bill by $10 million.
This represents critical funding for United Na-
tions peacekeepers that we must take seri-
ously.

As we all know, a serious issue facing the
United Nations, the United States, and Con-
gress concerning United Nations peace-
keeping is the extent to which the United Na-
tions has the capacity to restore or keep the
peace in the changing world environment. We
need a reliable source of funding and other re-
sources for peacekeeping and improved effi-
ciencies of operation.

We need peacekeeping funds in order to
promote our own best interest globally. These
are not peripheral concerns for countries trying
to establish the rule of law. The instability and
fragile peace in countries like Bosnia, Ethiopia,
Eritrea, the Sudan, and Haiti cannot be ig-
nored. United Nations peacekeeping oper-
ations carry out vital functions. They are his-
torically known for their impartiality, integrity,
and courageousness.

We need to support democratic institutions
in a consistent and meaningful manner. Pro-
posals for strengthening U.N. peacekeeping
and other aspects of U.N. peace and security
capacities have been adopted in the United
Nations, by the Clinton Administration, and by
the Congress. Moreover, most authorities
have agreed that if the United Nations is to be
responsive to post-Cold War challenges, both
U.N. members and the appropriate U.N. or-
gans will have to continue to improve U.N.
structures and procedures in the peace and
security area.

Peacekeeping forces are also critical to en-
sure that ports remain easily assessable for
relief operations, that peaceful operations of

civil authority is allowed to re-establish rule by
law, and provide order and stability during
times of crisis. Some say that there may not
be a famine in the Horn of Africa. But we real-
ly do not know. We do know that the situation
of food insecurity is so bad that conditions are
approaching the desperate situation that oc-
curred in 1984, when the people of that nation
did experience a famine.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment so that we can restore
peace and security in Africa. These problems
are intertwined and the peacekeeping mis-
sions in Africa deserve our strong support.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE),
the distinguished ranking member of
the Subcommittee on International Re-
lations on Africa.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the gentlewoman from Texas for
this amendment.

Peacekeeping is where it is. We have
seen that by delaying the number of
peacekeepers that go into a country be-
cause of the lack of funds, we find that
they go in unprepared. I think in Si-
erra Leone we saw that happen. We
cannot send people in that are not pre-
pared.

Mr. Chairman, I support the gentle-
woman’s amendment.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order against the
amendment because it would increase
the level of outlays in the bill in viola-
tion of clause 2(f) of Rule XXI. This
rule states that ‘‘it shall be in order to
consider en bloc amendments pro-
posing only to transfer appropriations
among objects in the bill without in-
creasing the levels of budget authority
or outlays in the bill. The amendment
would increase the level of outlays in
the bill.’’

It increases the outlays by $4 million.
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-

woman from Texas wish to be heard
briefly on the point of order?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I certainly do. I appreciate
the procedural reference that has been
made by the distinguished chairperson
of this committee. But as was indi-
cated in earlier discussions, might I
say that the context of this appropria-
tions bill deals with our foreign policy.

My understanding is that my amend-
ment is germane to the point that it
deals with increasing funding levels for
peacekeeping that is denoted in this
appropriations bill. I am understanding
of the reference that the chairman is
making, but I believe that because it
deals with what this appropriations bill
deals with, which is foreign policy and
peacekeeping, that I am germane and
within the context of such.

Mr. Chairman, I would care to, if I
am able to yield to the chairman, who
I understand is coming back to the
floor, but let me just say this, that we
are suffering in our standing as a world
power, being able to carry the kind of
leverage to encourage others to pro-
mote peace.
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We cannot do it if we diminish the
funding and if we hold these various
amendments nongermane or out of
order when we are suffering all over
this world. I would ask that the amend-
ment be considered as in order.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) seek to
be heard briefly on the point of order?

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. I do, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Jersey is recognized.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, let me
just say that when we say this is non-
germane, it makes it appear as though
the question of peacekeeping has never
been raised. We have been talking
about peacekeeping. We even had $2.7
billion removed from the bill about
peacekeeping, so we are simply saying
that it seems to me that the ruling of
the Chair that this is not germane
when peacekeeping has actually been
part of the appropriations process, it is
to a large degree what we have been
talking about.

We have been talking about it for
Ethiopia and Eritrea, for the Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo. We are
talking about peacekeepers possibly in
Angola. We are talking about peace-
keepers now, after the diplomats have
made the Lome accord that says this is
the outline for peace in the region,
when we had the Lusaka accord that
says, this is what the diplomats have
done for the Congo, now we need to
bring the peacekeepers in to preserve
the peace; the Lome accords for the
peace in Sierra Leone.

So for them to be called nongermane
when this has been the center of much
of the discussion here, especially in Af-
rica for the past 3 or 4 weeks, I just
would urge that the Speaker reconsider
the narrow interpretation, the strict
construction that he has done in the
interpretation, and look at it not in
the specificity but in the fundamental
of the general position of peace-
keeping, which has been something
that has been germane.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule.

To be considered pursuant to clause
2(f) of rule XXI, an amendment must
not propose to increase the level of
budget authority or outlays in the bill.
Because the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE) proposes a net increase in the
level of outlays in the bill, it may not
avail itself of clause 2(f) to address por-
tions of the bill not yet read.

Therefore, the point of order made by
the gentleman from Alabama is sus-
tained against the amendment.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN) having assumed the chair, Mr.
THORNBERRY, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration

the bill (H.R. 4811) making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2001,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.

f

HOUR OF MEETING ON TODAY

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns this legislative day, it
adjourn to meet at 9 a.m. today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

f

ORDER OF PROCEEDINGS

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, a point of
inquiry. Mr. Speaker, when will the
votes be taken tomorrow that had been
rolled? Since we only have a few, is it
possible we can begin with debate to
give Members more time to get in here
tomorrow morning, since we went so
late tonight?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is unable to answer that at this
time, but would yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY), who
possibly could shed some light.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, my
understanding is that votes will be
rolled in the morning until there are
sufficient number of votes to make
sense to bring Members over to cast a
series of votes on amendments.

Ms. PELOSI. Although we have to be
here obviously at 9 o’clock to begin the
debate, as far as the other Members are
concerned, it is not likely that our
first vote will occur at 9 o’clock, but
after we have a few more votes.

Mr. THORNBERRY. The gentle-
woman is correct.

Ms. PELOSI. I would encourage that.
I think that, again, since we have been
here so late tonight, it would be great
if Members could not have to be here at
9. They have other appointments, et
cetera, in the morning, some funerals
and things like that.

So while we debate, if they could
have that time, it would be great. I
thank the chairman.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. CARSON (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today and the balance of
the week on account of official busi-
ness.

Mr. FORBES (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE (at the re-
quest of Mr. ARMEY) for July 10
through July 12 on account of illness.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 25 minutes
a.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until today, Wednes-
day, July 13, 2000, at 9 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

8493. A letter from the Chairman of the
Board, National Credit Union Administra-
tion, transmitting the Office’s report on
comparability of pay and benefits, pursuant
to 12 U.S.C. 18336; to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

8494. A letter from the Chairperson, Na-
tional Council on Disability, transmitting a
report entitled, ‘‘Federal Policy Barriers to
Assistive Technology,’’ as required by the
Assistive Technology Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

8495. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Office of Pro-
curement and Assistance Management, De-
partment of Energy, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Greening the Govern-
ment Requirements in Contracting—received
June 2, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Commerce.

8496. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Office of Pro-
curement and Assistance Management, De-
partment of Energy, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—DOE Authorized Sub-
contract for Use by DOE Management and
Operating (M&O) Contractors with New Inde-
pendent States’ Scientific Institutes through
the Science and Technology Center in the
Ukraine—received June 2, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

8497. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Office of Pro-
curement and Assistance Management, De-
partment of Energy, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—DOE Administrative
Class Deviation, 952.247–70, Foreign Travel,
and 970.5204–52, Foreign Travel—received
June 2, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Commerce.

8498. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Office of Secu-
rity and Emergency Operations, Department
of Energy, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Standardization of Firearms—re-
ceived June 2, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

8499. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Office of Secu-
rity and Emergency Operations, Department
of Energy, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Chapter 9, Public Key Cryptog-
raphy and Key Management—received June
2, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

8500. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Office of the Chief Fi-
nancial Officer, Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s
‘‘Major’’ rule—Revision of Fee Schedules;
100% Fee Recovery, FY 2000 (RIN: 3150–AG50)
received June 9, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

8501. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Office of Nuclear Re-
actor Regulation, Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s
‘‘Major’’ rule—Revision of Part 50, Appendix
K, ‘‘ECCS Evaluation Models’’ (RIN: 3150–
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AG26) received June 2, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

8502. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Housing Finance Board, transmitting the
1999 management reports of the 12 Federal
Home Loan Banks and the Financing Cor-
poration, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 9106; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

8503. A letter from the Auditor, Office of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a re-
port entitled, ‘‘Auditor’s Review of Unau-
thorized Disbursements From ANC 8B’s
Checking Account’’; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

8504. A letter from the Auditor, Office of
the District of Columbia, transmitting the
report entitled, ‘‘Review of the Financial and
Administrative Activities of the Taxicab As-
sessment Fund for Fiscal Years 1997, 1998,
and 1999’’; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

8505. A letter from the Auditor, Office of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a re-
port entitled, ‘‘Status of the Washington
Convention Center Authority’s Implementa-
tion of D.C. Auditor Recommendations’’; to
the Committee on Government Reform.

8506. A letter from the Auditor, Office of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a re-
port entitled, ‘‘Review of Quantum Meruit
Payments Made By District of Columbia
Government Agencies’’; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

8507. A letter from the Inspector General,
Railroad Retirement Board, transmitting
the semiannual report on activities of the
Office of Inspector General for the period Oc-
tober 1, 1999, through March 31, 2000, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section
5(b); to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

8508. A letter from the Director, Financial
Services, Library of Congress, transmitting
activities of the United States Capitol Pres-
ervation Commission Fund for the six-month
period which ended on March 31, 2000, pursu-
ant to 40 U.S.C. 188a—3; to the Committee on
House Administration.

8509. A letter from the Public Printer, Gov-
ernment Printing Office, transmitting the
Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1999; to the
Committee on House Administration.

8510. A letter from the Director, Fish and
Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and
Plants; Final Rule To Remove the Umpqua
River Cutthroat Trout From the List of En-
dangered Wildlife (RIN: 1018–AF45) received
June 2, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Resources.

8511. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Department of the
Interior, transmitting the Department’s
‘‘Major’’ rule— Distribution of Fiscal Year
2000 Indian Reservation Roads Funds (RIN:
1076–AD99) received June 12, 2000, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

8512. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—SAFETY
ZONE: OpSail Miami 2000, Port of Miami
[COTP MIAMI 00–015] (RIN: 2115–AA97) re-
ceived May 25, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

8513. A letter from the Acting Chief, Office
of Regulations and Administrative Law,
USCG, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Safety
Zone; Transit of S/V Amerigo Vespucci,
Chesapeake Bay, Baltimore, MD [CGD 05–00–
004] (RIN: 2115–AA97) received May 25, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

8514. A letter from the Acting Chief, Office
of Regulations and Administrative Law,
USCG, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—SAFE-
TY ZONE: Maine Yankee Steam Generator
and Pressurizer Removal Wiscasset, ME
[CGD1–00–129] (RIN: 2115–AA97) received May
25, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

8515. A letter from the Acting Chief, Office
of Regulations and Administrative Law,
USCG, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Safety
Zone; Outer Continental Shelf Platforms in
the Gulf of Mexico (RIN: 2115–AF93) received
May 25, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

8516. A letter from the Acting Chief, Office
of Regulations and Administrative Law,
USCG, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Termi-
nation of Regulated Navigation Area:
Monongahela River, Mile 81.0 to 83.0 [CGD08–
00–010] (RIN: 2115–AE84) received May 25,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

8517. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—IFR Al-
titudes; Miscellaneous Amendments [Docket
No. 30029; Amdt. No. 422] received May 25,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

8518. A letter from the General Counsel,
Small Business Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s ‘‘Major’’ rule—
Small Business Size Standards; General
Building Contractors, Heavy Construction,
Except Building, Dredging and Surface
Cleanup Activities, Special Trade Contrac-
tors, Garbage and Refuse Collection, Without
Disposal, and Refuse Systems—received July
6, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Small Business.

8519. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Employment and Training Administration,
Department of Labor, transmitting the De-
partment’s ‘‘Major’’ rule—Birth and Adop-
tion Unemployment Compensation (RIN:
1205–AB21) received June 13, 2000, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

[Omitted from the Record of July 11, 2000]

Mr. LEACH: Committee on Banking and
Financial Services. H.R. 3886. A bill to com-
bat international money laundering, and for
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept.
106–728). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

[Submitted July 12, 2000]

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. H.R. 3906. A bill to ensure that the De-
partment of Energy has appropriate mecha-
nisms to independently assess the effective-
ness of its policy and site performance in the
areas of safeguards and security and cyber
security; with amendments (Rept. 106–696 Pt.
2). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida: Committee on Ap-
propriations. Report on the Revised Sub-
allocation of Budget Allocations for Fiscal
Year 2001 (Rept. 106–729). Referred to the

Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. House Resolution 534. Resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the House of Represent-
atives that the recent nuclear weapons secu-
rity failures at Los Alamos National Labora-
tory demonstrate that security policy and
security procedures within the National Nu-
clear Security Administration remain inad-
equate, that the individuals responsible for
such policy and procedures must be held ac-
countable for their performance, and that
immediate action must be taken to correct
security deficiencies (Rept. 106–730). Referred
to the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. UPTON, Mr. BARRETT of
Wisconsin, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr.
STRICKLAND, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. DREIER, Mr.
LAZIO, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. DOGGETT,
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. GILCHREST, and Mr.
TAUZIN):

H.R. 4825. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to provide families of
disabled children with the opportunity to
purchase coverage under the Medicaid Pro-
gram for such children, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. HYDE:
H.R. 4826. A bill to amend title 18, United

States Code, with respect to lobbying with
appropriated funds; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HORN (for himself, Mr. MCCOL-
LUM, Mr. BARCIA, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr.
COOK, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. GREEN of
Texas, Mr. GARY MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. RAMSTAD,
Mr. SMITH of Washington, and Mr.
VISCLOSKY):

H.R. 4827. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to prevent the entry by false
pretenses to any real property, vessel, or air-
craft of the United States or secure area of
any airport, to prevent the misuse of genuine
and counterfeit police badges by those seek-
ing to commit a crime, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WALDEN of Oregon (for himself
and Mr. BLUMENAUER):

H.R. 4828. A bill to designate wilderness
areas and a cooperative management and
protection area in the vicinity of Steens
Mountain in Harney County, Oregon, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources, and in addition to the Committee on
Agriculture, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself and Mr.
MARKEY):

H.R. 4829. A bill to provide for the applica-
tion of certain measures to the People’s Re-
public of China in response to the illegal
sale, transfer, or misuse of certain controlled
goods, services, or technology, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on International
Relations, and in addition to the Committee
on Rules, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. GUTIERREZ:
H.R. 4830. A bill to redesignate the facility

of the United States Postal Service located
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at 1859 South Ashland Avenue in Chicago, Il-
linois, as the ‘‘Cesar Chavez Post Office’’; to
the Committee on Government Reform.

By Mr. GUTIERREZ:
H.R. 4831. A bill to redesignate the facility

of the United States Postal Service located
at 2339 North California Street in Chicago,
Illinois, as the ‘‘Roberto Clemente Post Of-
fice’’; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

By Mr. MCCOLLUM:
H.R. 4832. A bill to amend title 10, United

States Code, to revise the eligibility criteria
for the Department of Defense special com-
pensation benefit for certain severely dis-
abled military retirees; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. MCCOLLUM:
H.R. 4833. A bill to amend title 38, United

States Code, to revise the definition of the
term ‘‘Vietnam era’’ to provide eligibility
for certain veterans benefits that are based
on service during the Vietnam era, without
regard to whether such service was in the
Republic of Vietnam; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. MCINTOSH:
H.R. 4834. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to suspend all motor fuel
taxes until January 1, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MORAN of Virginia:
H.R. 4835. A bill to authorize the exchange

of land between the Secretary of the Interior
and the Director of Central Intelligence at
the George Washington Memorial Parkway
in McLean, Virginia, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Intelligence (Perma-
nent Select), and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Resources, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. PALLONE:
H.R. 4836. A bill to provide for the applica-

tion of certain measures to the People’s Re-
public of China in response to the illegal
sale, transfer, or misuse of certain controlled
goods, services, or technology, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on International
Relations, and in addition to the Committee
on Rules, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. POMEROY:
H.R. 4837. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow distributions to be
made from certain pension plans before the
participant is separated from employment;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN:
H.R. 4838. A bill to amend the Immigration

and Nationality Act to provide a waiver of
the oath of renunciation and allegiance for
naturalization of aliens having certain dis-
abilities; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SANFORD (for himself, Mr.
BARR of Georgia, Mr. BARTON of
Texas, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
BRYANt, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mrs.
CHENOWETH-HAGE, Mr. COBURN, Mr.
COX, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
DUNCAN, Mr. GANSKE, Mr. GRAHAM,
Mr. HERGER, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr.
HUNTER, Mr. HYDE, Mr. JONES of
North Carolina, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr.
LARGENT, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr.
MCINTOSH, Mr. METCALF, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. PAUL, Mr. PICKERING,
Mr. PITTS, Mr. RILEY, Mr. SALMON,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr.
SCHAFFER, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. SHAYS,
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
SPENCE, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. TERRY, and
Mr. TOOMEY):

H.R. 4839. A bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act and the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to provide prospectively for per-
sonalized retirement security through per-
sonal retirement accounts to allow for more
control by individuals over their Social Se-
curity retirement income; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SAXTON:
H.R. 4840. A bill to reauthorize the Atlantic

Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management
Act; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. THUNE (for himself, Mrs.
EMERSON, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr.
NUSSLE, Mr. POMEROY, and Mrs.
CLAYTON):

H.R. 4841. A bill to amend the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997 to provide increased ac-
cess to health care for Medicare beneficiaries
through telehealth services; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and in addition to the
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:
H.R. 4842. A bill to provide for Federal rec-

ognition of the King Salmon Traditional Vil-
lage and the Shoonaq’ Tribe of Kodiak; to
the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. GALLEGLY (for himself and
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi):

H. Res. 549. A resolution recognizing the
historical significance of the 10th anniver-
sary of the initial activation of National
Guard and Reserve personnel for Operation
Desert Shield and Operation Desert Storm
and expressing support for ensuring the read-
iness of the National Guard and Reserve; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

f

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

402. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of Hawaii, rel-
ative to Senate Resolution No. 45 memori-
alizing that the President and Congress to
recognize an official political relationship
between the United States Government and
the Native Hawaiian People; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 141: Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. DANNER, Ms.
KAPTUR, and Mr. WEINER.

H.R. 207: Mr. COLLINS.
H.R. 303: Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. REG-

ULA, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. DUNCAN, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, and Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 363: Mr. WISE.
H.R. 407: Mr. BACHUS.
H.R. 488: Mr. CARDIN.
H.R. 802: Mr. BENTSEN.
H.R. 827: Mr. RANGEL and Mrs. JONES of

Ohio.
H.R. 860: Mr. JONES of North Carolina.
H.R. 890: Ms. DELAURO.
H.R. 941: Ms. WOOLSEY.
H.R. 997: Mr. SCHAFFER.
H.R. 1055: Mr. COBLE.
H.R. 1068: Mr. COX.
H.R. 1102: Mr. ISAKSON and Mr. BACHUS.
H.R. 1216: Mr. CLAY.
H.R. 1290: Mr. HUNTER.
H.R. 1422: Mr. HALL of Texas and Mr. BENT-

SEN.
H.R. 1574 Mr. HUTCHINSON.
H.R. 1890: Ms. VELAZQUEZ and Mr. OLVER.

H.R. 1899: Mr. BENTSEN.
H.R. 1960: Mr. ENGEL.
H.R. 2200: Ms. BERKLEY.
H.R. 2335: Mr. SANFORD.
H.R. 2451: Mr. SIMPSON.
H.R. 2457: Mr. PAYNE and Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 2562: Mr. MCCOLLUM, and Mr. FRANKS

of New Jersey.
H.R. 2588: Mr. WHITFIELD.
H.R. 2631: Mr. PAUL.
H.R. 2660: Mr. BALDACCI.
H.R. 2686: Mr. STARK.
H.R. 2710: Mr. WYNN and Mr. LIPINSKI.
H.R. 2736: Mr. MOORE.
H.R. 2790: Mr. MEEHAN.
H.R. 2870: Mr. MATSUI, Mr. KUYKENDALL,

and Mr. MCHUGH.
H.R. 2888: Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon.
H.R. 3083: Mr. SANDLINE, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr.

GILMAN, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. NEAL of Mas-
sachusetts, Ms. WATERS, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. MEEHAN, and Mr.
PALLONE.

H.R. 3091: Mr. STARK, Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELO, Mr. BERMAN, and Mr. MEEHAN.

H.R. 3102: Mr. PHELPS.
H.R. 3142: Mr. QUINN and Ms. DELAURO.
H.R. 3193: Mr. SAXTON.
H.R. 3235: Mr. BORSKI and Mr. SERRANO.
H.R. 3328: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
H.R. 3514: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey.
H.R. 3672: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York.
H.R. 3676: Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma.
H.R. 3688: Mr. CAMPBELL.
H.R. 3698: Mr. MOORE, Mr. BISHOP, Mr.

DIAZ-BALART, Mr. MINGE, and Mr. SISISKY.
H.R. 3710: Mr. DIAZ-BALART and Mr. SISI-

SKY.
H.R. 3816: Mr. HALL of Texas.
H.R. 3842: Mr. FORBES, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr.

STENHOLM, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
COLLINS, Mr. FILNER, Mr. PALLONE, Mrs.
BONO, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr.
HULSHOF, and Mr. SWEENEY.

H.R. 3861: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R. 3896: Mr. FORBES.
H.R. 3915: Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. WHITFIELD,

Mr. WELDON of Florida, and Mr. MORAN of
Virginia.

H.R. 3996: Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. RILEY, Mr.
GUTKNECHT, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, and Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi.

H.R. 4046: Ms. MCKINNEY.
H.R. 4050: Mr. TAUZIN.
H.R. 4066: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina and

Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri.
H.R. 4142: Mr. HALL of Texas.
H.R. 4139: Mr. INSLEE.
H.R. 4165: Mr. MARKEY and Mr. RUSH.
H.R. 4211: Mr. GUTIERREZ.
H.R. 4259: Mr. RANGEL.
H.R. 4274: Mrs. KELLY.
H.R. 4277: Mr. FOLEY, Mr. FRANKS of New

Jersey, and Mr. BORSKI.
H.R. 4282: Mr. PASTOR and Mr. BONILLA.
H.R. 4292: Mr. GARY MILLER of California.
H.R. 4328: Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. GOODE, Mr.

HILLEARY, and Mr. DEFAZIO.
H.R. 4340: Mr. MORAN of Kansas.
H.R. 4349: Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr.

MENENDEZ, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mrs. NAPOLITANO,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. REYES, Mr. GONZALEZ,
and Mr. PASTOR.

H.R. 4393: Ms. PELOSI and Mr. DOOLEY of
California.

H.R. 4410: Mr. HORN.
H.R. 4441: Mr. STRICKLAND.
H.R. 4480: Mr. UDALL of Colorado.
H.R. 4495: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. MCKINNEY,

and Mr. KING.
H.R. 4497: Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. RILEY,

Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr. MORAN of Kansas,
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, and Mr.
LUCAS of Oklahoma.

H.R. 4498: Mr. COOKSEY.
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H.R. 4538: Mr. NADLER and Mr. UDALL of

New Mexico.
H.R. 4543: Mr. CRANE and Mr. GILMOR.
H.R. 4546: Mr. WELDON of Florida.
H.R. 4593: Mr. STUPAK.
H.R. 4644: Ms. LEE, Mr. CAPUANO, and Mr.

DOYLE.
H.R. 4653: Mr. MCCOLLUM.
H.R. 4659: Mr. LIPINSKI.
H.R. 4677: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota.
H.R. 4706: Mr. ENGLISH and Mr. Visclosky.
H.R. 4710: Mr. MCINTYRE and Mr. GRAHAM.
H.R. 4727: Ms. DANNER, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr.

SANDERS, Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr.
ROMERO-BARCELO, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. FROST,
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. COOK, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
BOUCHER, Mr. HILLIARD, and Ms. KILPATRICK.

H.R. 4740: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, and Mr.
BOUCHER.

H.R. 4744: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky.
H.R. 4745: Mr. PORTER, Mr. ROEMER, and

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO.
H.R. 4750: Mr. KING, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.

PASCRELL, Mr. FORBES, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. HOLT, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. KLINK,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. WEINER, Mr. WEINER, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. CLAY, Ms.
PELOSI, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. NEAL of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. STUPAK, Mr.
BALDACCI, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr.
WEXLER, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. NADLER, Mr. MALONEY of Con-
necticut, and Mr. MEEHAN.

H.R. 4759: Mr. BUYER.
H.R. 4760: Mr. JENKINS, Mr. SANDERS, Mr.

ROHRABACHER, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. FROST, and
Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 4770: Mr. BERMAN.
H.R. 4793: Mr. BONILLA.
H.R. 4807: Mr. UPTON, Mr. DIXON, Mr. JEF-

FERSON, Mr. RANGEL, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. WYNN, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr.
BACA, Ms. SANCHEZ, and Ms. MCCARTHY of
Missouri.

H.R. 4817: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. MEEKS of New
York, and Mrs. KELLY.

H.R. 4820: Mr. SCOTT.
H. Con. Res. 58: Ms. STABENOW, Mr. SKEL-

TON, Mr. LARGENT, Ms. BALDWIN, Mrs. JONES
of Ohio, and Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.

H. Con. Res. 249: Mr. SHERMAN.
H. Con. Res. 308: Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. FARR of

California, Mr. WOLF, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. DAVIS of Illi-
nois, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Ms.
STABENOW.

H. Con. Res. 340: Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. SANCHEZ,
Mr. GARY MILLER of California, and Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas.

H. Con. Res. 356: Ms. DEGETTE and Ms.
BERKLEY.

H. Con. Res. 364: Mr. DELAY, Mr. HOYER,
Mr. BLUNT, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr.
DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. GREEN-
WOOD, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. MURTHA, Mr.
TOOMEY, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. WELDON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. HOLDEN,
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. PITTS, Mr.
WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr.
GUTKNECHT, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. EWING, Mr.
REYNOLDS, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr.
SUNUNU, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. WELDON of Flor-
ida, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New
York, Mr. DEMINT, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr.
COOKSEY, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. RILEY, Mr. TAUZIN,
Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr.
HULSHOF, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.
JONES of North Carolina, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. RYUN of
Kansas, Mr. WICKER, Ms. GRANGER, Mrs.
NORTHUP, Ms. DUNN, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr.
SCHAFFER, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. LATHAM, Mrs.
BONO, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. SIMPSON,
Mr. MCKEON, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, Mr. LAZIO, Mr. SKEEN, Mrs. WIL-
SON, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. LARGENT, Mr.
GOODLATTE, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr.
CANNON, Mr. COX, and Mr. BILBRAY.

H. Con. Res. 368: Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. PAYNE, and
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.

H. Res. 109: Mr. HOLT.
H. Res. 347: Mrs. MEEK of Florida.
H. Res. 398: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania,

Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr.
COOK, Mr. RUSH, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New
York, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. ALLEN, Mrs. BONO,
and Mr. POMBO.

H. Res. 439: Mr. BENTSEN.
H. Res. 458: Ms. DANNER, Ms. ROS-

LEHTINEN, and Mr. WHITFIELD.
H. Res. 517: Mr. SKELTON, Mr. PAYNE, and

Mr. FROST.
H. Res. 531: Mr. DEUTSCH.

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 4632: Mr. SOUDER.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 4811

OFFERED BY: MR. BAKER

AMENDMENT NO. 29: At the end of the bill
(preceding the short title), add the following:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

SEC. 701. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available in title II of this
Act under the heading ‘‘DEVELOPMENT AS-
SISTANCE’’ or under the heading ‘‘ECONOMIC
SUPPORT FUND’’ may be made available for
the Government of the Republic of Panama
unless the United States Government and
the Government of the Republic of Panama
have entered into good-faith negotiations for
the conclusion of an agreement which pro-
vides for use by units of the United States
Armed Forces of an appropriate military in-
stallation in the Republic of Panama for
counternarcotics activities and the defense
of the Panama Canal.

H.R. 4811

OFFERED BY: MR. BEREUTER

AMENDMENT NO. 30: At the end of the bill
(preceding the short title), add the following:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

PROHIBITION ON ASSUMPTION BY UNITED STATES
GOVERNMENT OF LIABILITY FOR NUCLEAR AC-
CIDENTS IN NORTH KOREA

SEC. 701. (a) PROHIBITION.—None of the
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able by this Act may be used to enter into
any international agreement, contract, or
other arrangement, the purpose or effect of
which is to impose liability on the United
States Government, or otherwise require fi-
nancial indemnity by the United States Gov-
ernment, for nuclear accidents that may
occur at nuclear reactors in the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to any treaty subject to approval by
the Senate pursuant to article II, section 2,
clause 2 of the Constitution of the United
States.

H.R. 4811

OFFERED BY: MR. BROWN OF OHIO

AMENDMENT NO. 31: In title II of the bill
under the heading ‘‘BILATERAL ECONOMIC
ASSISTANCE–FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE
PRESIDENT–AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DE-

VELOPMENT CHILD SURVIVAL AND DISEASE PRO-
GRAM FUND’’, after the first dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(increased by $40,000,000)’’ and in the
fifth proviso after the fourth dollar amount
(relating to other infectious diseases) insert
‘‘(increased by $40,000,000)’’.

In title IV of the bill under the heading
‘‘MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSIST-
ANCE–FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESI-
DENT–CONTRIBUTION TO THE ASIAN DEVELOP-
MENT FUND’’, after the dollar amount insert
‘‘(decreased by $40,000,000)’’.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. BROWN OF OHIO

AMENDMENT NO. 32: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new title:

TITLE VII—LIMITATION PROVISIONS
SEC.ll. No funds in this bill may be used

in contravention of section 307 of the Tariff
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1307).

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. CAPUANO

AMENDMENT NO. 33: Page 22, line 25, before
the period insert the following: ‘‘: Provided
further, That of the funds appropriated under
this heading, $5,000,000 shall be made avail-
able to promote peace between Armenia and
Azerbaijan and to promote democracy within
those two countries through the establish-
ment of an International Fund for the Arme-
nia–Azerbaijan Peace and Democracy Initia-
tive’’.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. CAPUANO

AMENDMENT NO. 34:
Page 132, after line 12, insert the following:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

REPORTS RELATING TO TERMINATION OF UNI-
LATERAL AGRICULTURAL OR MEDICAL SANC-
TIONS

SEC. 701. (a) REPORTS.—Not later than 1
year after the date on which the President
terminates a unilateral agricultural sanc-
tion or unilateral medical sanction, the
President shall prepare and transmit to Con-
gress a report that contains a description of
any occurrence of food or medicine that has
been prevented from reaching intended popu-
lations by the foreign country or foreign en-
tity involved, any occurrence of stockpiling
of food or medicine by the country or entity
involved, and any effort by the country or
entity involved to foster distribution of food
and medicine to the population.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY.—The term

‘‘agricultural commodity’’ has the meaning
given the term in section 102 of the Agricul-
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5602).

(2) AGRICULTURAL PROGRAM.—The term
‘‘agricultural program’’ means—

(A) any program administered under the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691 et seq.);

(B) any program administered under sec-
tion 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.S.C. 1431);

(C) any program administered under the
Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5601
et seq.);

(D) the dairy export incentive program ad-
ministered under section 153 of the Food Se-
curity Act of 1985 (15 U.S.C. 713a–14);

(E) any commercial export sale of agricul-
tural commodities; or

(F) any export financing (including credits
or credit guarantees) provided by the United
States Government for agricultural com-
modities.

(3) MEDICAL DEVICE.—The term ‘‘medical
device’’ has the meaning given the term ‘‘de-
vice’’ in section 201 of the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 321).
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(4) MEDICINE.—The term ‘‘medicine’’ has

the meaning given the term ‘‘drug’’ in sec-
tion 201 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 321).

(5) UNILATERAL AGRICULTURAL SANCTION.—
The term ‘‘unilateral agricultural sanction’’
means any prohibition, restriction, or condi-
tion on carrying out an agricultural program
with respect to a foreign country or foreign
entity that is imposed by the United States
for reasons of foreign policy or national se-
curity, except in a case in which the United
States imposes the measure pursuant to—

(A) a multilateral regime and the other
member countries of that regime have
agreed to impose substantially equivalent
measures; or

(B) a mandatory decision of the United Na-
tions Security Council.

(6) UNILATERAL MEDICAL SANCTION.—The
term ‘‘unilateral medical sanction’’ means
any prohibition, restriction, or condition on
exports of, or the provision of assistance con-
sisting of, medicine or a medical device with
respect to a foreign country or foreign entity
that is imposed by the United States for rea-
sons of foreign policy or national security,
except in a case in which the United States
imposes the measure pursuant to—

(A) a multilateral regime and the other
member countries of that regime have
agreed to impose substantially equivalent
measures; or

(B) a mandatory decision of the United Na-
tions Security Council.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. COBURN

AMENDMENT NO. 35: Page 16, line 9, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(re-
duced by $15,000,000)’’.

Page 19, line 6, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$15,000,000)’’.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. COBURN

AMENDMENT NO. 36: Page 16, line 9, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(re-
duced by $9,000,000)’’.

Page 30, line 8, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$9,000,000)’’.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. COBURN

AMENDMENT NO. 37: Page 19, line 22, insert
before the period the following: ‘‘, except
that such limitation shall not apply to re-
construction of the electrical power and
water systems in Kosovo’’.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. CONYERS

AMENDMENT NO. 38: Strike section 558 of
the bill (page 94, strike line 10 and all that
follows through line 3 on page 95).

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. FILNER

AMENDMENT NO. 39: In title II of the bill
under the heading ‘‘OTHER BILATERAL
ECONOMIC ASSISTNACE ECONOMIC AS-
SISTANCE–ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND’’,
add at the end before the period the fol-
lowing: ‘‘: Provided further, That of the funds
appropriated under this heading, not less
than $3,500,000 shall be made available for
programs carried out by the Kurdish Human
Rights Watch for the Kurdistan region of
Iraq’’.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. HASTINGS OF FLORIDA

AMENDMENT NO. 40: Page 6, line 25, after
the dollar amount insert ‘‘(increased by
$39,000,000)’’.

Page 26, line 5, after the dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(decreased by $39,000,000)’’.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. HASTINGS OF FLORIDA

AMENDMENT NO. 41: Page 13, line 14, after
the dollar amount insert ‘‘(increased by
$10,000,000)’’.

Page 26, line 5, after the dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(decreased by $10,000,000)’’.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. HASTINGS OF FLORIDA

AMENDMENT NO. 42: Page 26, line 5, after
the dollar amount insert ‘‘(decreased by
$3,000,000)’’.

Page 41, line 3, after the dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(increased by $3,000,000)’’.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. JACKSON OF ILLINOIS

AMENDMENT NO. 43: Under the heading
‘‘CONTRIBUTION TO THE AFRICAN DE-
VELOPMENT BANK,’’ on page 41, line 3,
strike ‘‘$3,100,000’’ and insert ‘‘$6,100,000.’’

On page 41, line 11, strike ‘‘$49,574,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$95,983.000.’’

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 44: In title II of the bill
under the heading ‘‘BILATERAL ECONOMIC
ASSISTANCE–OTHER BILATERAL ECONOMIC
ASSISTANCE–ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND’’, after
the first dollar amount insert ‘‘(increased by
$15,000,000)’’.

In title II of the bill under the heading
‘‘BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—
OTHER BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE–AS-
SISTANCE FOR THE INDEPENDENT STATES OF
THE FORMER SOVIET UNION’’, after the first
dollar amount insert ‘‘(decreased by
$15,000,000)’’.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 45: In title II of the bill
under the heading ‘‘BILATERAL ECONOMIC
ASSISTANCE—FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE
PRESIDENT—INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSIST-
ANCE’’, after the first dollar amount insert
‘‘(decreased by $10,000,000)’’.

In title III of the bill under the heading
‘‘MILITARY ASSISTANCE—FUNDS APPRO-
PRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT—PEACEKEEPING
OPERATIONS’’, after the first dollar amount
insert ‘‘(increased by $10,000,000)’’.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 46: Page 132, after line 12,
insert the following:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

LIMITATION ON FUNDS FOR COUNTRIES THAT USE
CHILDREN AS SOLDIERS

SEC. 701. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
made available to the government of a coun-
try that—

(1) conscripts children under the age of 18
into the military forces of the country; or

(2) provides for the direct participation of
children under the age of 18 in armed con-
flict.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 47: Strike section 587 (page
124, strike line 4 and all that follows through
line 15 on page 127).

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MS. KAPTUR

AMENDMENT NO. 48: Page 132, after line 12,
insert the following:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO THE
GOVERNMENT OF UKRAINE

SEC. 701. The amount otherwise provided
by this Act for assistance to the Government

of Ukraine under the heading ‘‘ASSISTANCE
FOR THE INDEPENDENT STATES OF THE FORMER
SOVIET UNION’’, is hereby reduced by an
amount equal to the amount of any claim
outstanding on the date of the enactment of
this Act by the United States Government, a
United States business enterprise, or a
United States private and voluntary organi-
zation against the Government of Ukraine or
any Ukrainian business enterprise.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. LATHAM

AMENDMENT NO. 49: Page 132, after line 12,
insert the following new title:
TITLE VII—OPPOSITION TO INTER-

NATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTION
LOANS THAT WOULD HURT UNITED
STATES AGRICULTURE

OPPOSITION TO INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL IN-
STITUTION LOANS THAT WOULD REDUCE THE
COMPETITIVENESS OF UNITED STATES AGRI-
CULTURE

SEC. 701. The Secretary of the Treasury
shall instruct the United States Executive
Director at each international financial in-
stitution (as defined in section 1701(c)(2) of
the International Financial Institutions Act)
to use the voice, vote, and influence of the
United States to oppose any proposed loan
by the institution that would reduce the
competitiveness of United States agri-
culture.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. MENENDEZ

AMENDMENT NO. 50: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new title:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

SEC. 701. PERU.
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of

Congress that—
(1) the Organization of American States

(OAS) Electoral Observer Mission, led by
Eduardo Stein, deserves the recognition and
gratitude of the United States for having
performed an extarodinary service in pro-
moting representative democracy in the
Americas by working to ensure free and fair
elections in Peru and exposing efforts of the
Government of Peru to manipulate the na-
tional elections in April and May of 2000 to
benefit the president in power;

(2) the Government of Peru failed to estab-
lish the conditions for free and fair elec-
tions—both for the April 9, 2000, election as
well as the May 28 run-off--by not taking ef-
fective steps to correct the ‘insufficiencies,
irregularities, inconsistencies, and inequi-
ties’ documented by the OAS Electoral Ob-
servation Mission;

(3) the United States Government should
support the work of the OAS high-level mis-
sion, and that such mission should base its
specific recommendations on the views of
civil society in Peru regarding commitments
by their government to respect human
rights, the rule of law, the independence and
constitutional role of the judiciary and na-
tional congress, and freedom of expression
and journalism; and

(4) in accordance with Public Law 106–186,
the United States must review and modify as
appropriate its political, economic, and mili-
tary relations with Peru and work with
other democracies in this hemisphere and
elsewhere toward a restoration of democracy
in Peru.

(b) REPORT.—
(1) Not later than 30 days after the date of

the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
State shall submit to the appropriate com-
mittees of Congress a report evaluating
United States political, economic, and mili-
tary relations with Peru, in accordance with
Public Law 106–186.
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(2) Such report should review, but not be

limited to, the following:
(A) The effectiveness of providing United

States assistance to Peru only through inde-
pendent non-governmental organizations or
international organizations.

(B) Scrutiny of all United States anti-nar-
cotics assistance to Peru and the effective-
ness of providing such assistance through le-
gitimate civilian agencies and the appro-
priateness of providing this assistance to any
military or intelligence units that are
known to have violated human rights, sup-
pressed freedom of expression or undermined
free and fair elections.

(C) The need to increase support to Peru
through independent non-governmental or-
ganizations and international organizations
to promote the rule of law, separation of
powers, political pluralism, and respect for
human rights, and to evaluate termination
of support for entities that have cooperated
with the undemocratic maneuvers of the ex-
ecutive branch.

(D) The effectiveness of United States pol-
icy of supporting loans or other assistance
for Peru through international financial in-
stitutions (such as the World Bank and
Inter-American Development Bank), and an
evaluation of terminating support to entities
of the Government of Peru that have will-
fully violated human rights, suppressed free-
dom of expression, or undermined free and
fair elections.

(E) The extent to which Peru benefits from
the Andean Trade Preferences Act and the
ramifications of conditioning participation
in that program on respect for the rule of
law and representative democracy.

(c) DETERMINATION.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the President shall determine and report to
the appropriate committees of Congress
whether the Government of Peru has made
substantial progress in improving its respect
for human rights, the rule of law (including
fair trials of civilians), the independence and
constitutional role of the judiciary and na-
tional congress, and freedom of expression
and independent journalism.

(d) PROHIBITION.—Subject to subsections (e)
and (f), if the President determines and re-
ports pursuant to subsection (c) that the
Government of Peru has not made substan-
tial progress, no funds appropriated by this
Act may be made available for assistance for
the Government of Peru, and the Secretary
of the Treasury shall instruct the United
States executive directors to the inter-
national financial institutions to use the
voice and vote of the United States to oppose
loans to the Government of Peru.

(e) EXCEPTION.—The prohibition in sub-
section (d) shall not apply to loans to sup-
port basic human needs, humanitarian as-
sistance, democracy assistance, anti-nar-
cotics assistance, assistance to support bina-
tional peace activities involving Peru and
Ecuador, assistance provided by the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation, or assist-
ance provided by the Trade and Development
Agency.

(f) WAIVER.—The President may waive sub-
section (d) for periods not to exceed 90 days
if the President certifies to the appropriate
committees of Congress that doing so is im-
portant to the national security interests of
the United States and will promote the re-
spect for human rights and the rule of law in
Peru.

(g) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this
section:

(1) The term ‘‘appropriate committees of
Congress’’ means the Committee on Appro-
priations and the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations of the Senate and the Committee on
Appropriations and Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

(2) The term ‘‘humanitarian assistance’’
includes, but is not limited to, assistance to
support health and basic education.

H.R. 4811

OFFERED BY: MR. NADLER

AMENDMENT NO. 51: Page 130, after line 16,
insert the following new section:

SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING SO-CALLED
‘‘HONOR CRIMES’’

SEC. 592. (a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds
the following:

(1) Thousands of women around the world
are killed and maimed each year in the name
of family ‘‘honor’’.

(2) The United Nations Commission on
Human Rights, 56th Session, January 2000,
working with the Special Rapporteurs on vi-
olence against women and extrajudicial,
summary, or arbitrary executions, received
reports of so-called ‘‘honor killings’’ from
numerous countries, including Bangladesh,
Jordan, India, and Pakistan, and noted that
such killings take many forms, such as flog-
ging, forced suicide, stoning, beheading, acid
throwing, and burning.

(3) According to the Department of State’s
Country Reports on Human Rights Practices
for 1999, ‘‘crimes of honor’’ in Bangladesh in-
clude acid-throwing and whipping of women
accused of moral indiscretion.

(4) Authorities in Bangladesh estimate
there will be up to 200 ‘‘honor killings’’ in
that country this year.

(5) Thousands of Pakistani women and
girls are stabbed, burned, or maimed every
year by husbands, fathers, and brothers who
accuse them of dishonoring their family by
being unfaithful, seeking a divorce, or refus-
ing an arranged marriage.

(6) Jordan, which had 20 reported ‘‘honor
killings’’ in 1998, still has laws reducing the
penalty for, or exempting perpetrators of
‘‘honor crimes’’, and the Jordanian Par-
liament has twice failed to repeal these laws.

(7) His Majesty King Abdullah of Jordan
should be commended for the recent forma-
tion of Jordan’s Royal Commission on
Human Rights, chaired by Her Majesty
Queen Rania, which will primarily address
obstacles that prevent women and children
from exercising their basic human rights, in-
cluding the persistence of ‘‘honor crimes’’.

(8) Although India has made efforts to ad-
dress the issue of ‘‘honor crimes’’, more than
5,000 ‘‘dowry deaths’’ occur every year in
India, according to the United Nations Chil-
dren’s Fund (UNICEF), which reported in
1997 that a dozen women die each day in
‘‘kitchen fires’’ designed to be passed off as
accidents because the woman’s husband’s
family is dissatisfied over the size of the
woman’s dowry.

(9) Women accused of adultery in countries
such as Afghanistan, the United Arab Emir-
ates, Pakistan, and a host of other countries
are subject to a maximum penalty of death
by stoning.

(10) Even though ‘‘honor killings’’ may be
outlawed, law enforcement and judicial sys-
tems often fail to properly investigate, ar-
rest, and prosecute offenders and laws fre-
quently permit reduction in sentences or ex-
emptions from prosecution for those who
‘‘kill in the name of honor’’ typically result-
ing in a token punishment, impunity, and
continued violence against women.

(11) The right to exist is the most funda-
mental of all rights and must be guaranteed
to every individual without discrimination,
and the perpetuation of ‘‘honor killings’’ and
dowry deaths is a deliberate violation of
women’s human rights that should be uni-
versally condemned.

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING SO-
CALLED ‘‘HONOR CRIMES’’.—It is the sense of
the Congress that—

(1) the United States, through the United
States Agency for International Develop-
ment, should—

(A) work with foreign law enforcement and
judicial agencies to enact legal system re-
forms to more effectively address the inves-
tigation and prosecution of so-called ‘‘honor
crimes’’. and

(B) make resources available to local orga-
nizations to provide refuge and rehabilita-
tion for women who are victims of ‘‘honor
crimes’’ and the children of such women;

(2) the Department of State, when pre-
paring yearly Country Reports on Human
Rights Practices, should include—

(A) information relating to the incidence
of ‘‘honor violence’’ in foreign countries;

(B) the steps taken by foreign governments
to address the problem of ‘‘honor violence’’;
and

(C) all relevant actions taken by the
United States, whether through diplomacy
or foreign assistance programs, to reduce the
incidence of ‘‘honor violence’’ and to in-
crease investigations and prosecutions of
such crimes;

(3) the United States should communicate
to the United Nations its concern over the
high rate of honor-related violence toward
women worldwide and request that the ap-
propriate United Nations bodies, in consulta-
tion with relevant nongovernmental organi-
zations, propose actions to be taken to en-
courage these countries to demonstrate
strong efforts to end such violence; and

(4) the President and the Secretary of
State should communicate directly with
leaders of countries where ‘‘honor killings’’,
dowry deaths, and related practices are en-
demic, in order to convey the Nation’s most
serious concerns over these gross violations
of human rights and urge these leaders to in-
vestigate and prosecute all such acts as mur-
der, with the appropriate penalties.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. PAYNE

AMENDMENT NO. 52: Page 8, line 15, after
the dollar amount insert ‘‘(increased by
$28,000,000)’’.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. PAYNE

AMENDMENT NO. 53: Page 12, line 8, insert
before the period the following: ‘‘: Provided
further, That of the amount appropriated
under this heading, not less than $500,000,000
shall be made available to carry out chapter
10 of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961’’.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. PAYNE

AMENDMENT NO. 54: Page 12, line 8, insert
before the period the following: ‘‘: Provided
further, That of the amounts appropriated
under this heading, $500,000 shall be made
available for a grant to the Office of the
Facilitator of the National Dialogue for the
peace process in the Democratic Republic of
the Congo’’.

Strike section 567 of the bill (page 109,
strike line 7 and all that follows through line
11).

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. PAYNE

AMENDMENT NO. 55: Page 26, line 5, after
‘‘$305,000,000,’’ insert ‘‘(decreased by
$16,000,000)’’.

Page 38, line 6, after ‘‘$117,900,000’’ insert
‘‘(increased by $16,000,000)’’.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MR. PAYNE

AMENDMENT NO. 56: Page 119, line 24, after
‘‘SIERRA LEONE’’ insert ‘‘OR ANGOLA’’.

Page 120, line 6, after ‘‘(RUF)’’ insert ‘‘, or
to National Union for the Total Independ-
ence of Angolo (UNITA)’’.
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Page 120, line 8, before the period insert

‘‘or the democratically elected government
of Angola, as the case may be’’.

Page 120, line 15, before the period insert
‘‘or in Angola’’.

H.R. 4811

OFFERED BY: MR. PAYNE

AMENDMENT NO. 57: Page 132, after line 12,
insert the following:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

ASSISTANCE FOR NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC
ALLIANCE OF SUDAN

SEC. 701. (a) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds ap-
propriated under the heading ‘‘TITLE II—BI-
LATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE–OTHER
BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE–ECONOMIC
SUPPORT FUND’’ for non-sub-Saharan African
countries, not more than $15,000,000 shall be
used, notwithstanding any other provision of
law, to provide assistance to the National
Democratic Alliance of Sudan to strengthen
its ability to protect civilians from attacks,
slave raids, and aerial bombardment by the
Sudanese government forces and its militia
allies.

(b) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘‘assistance’’ includes non-lethal, non-food
aid such as blankets, medicine, fuel, mobile
clinics, water drilling equipment, commu-
nications equipment to notify civilians of
aerial bombardment, non-military vehicles,
tents, and shoes.

H.R. 4811
OFFERED BY: MS. PELOSI

AMENDMENT NO. 58: Page 2, line 25, after
the dollar amount insert ‘‘(decreased by
$1,000)’’.

Page 30, line 8, after the dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(increased by $179,600,000).

Page 30, line 9, strike ‘‘: Provided’’ and in-
sert the following ‘‘, of which $179,600,000 is
designated by the Congress as an emergency
requirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985, as amended: Pro-
vided, That the $179,600,000 designated by this
paragraph shall be available only to the ex-
tent an official budget request that includes
designation of this amount as an emergency
requirement as defined in the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the
President to the Congress: Provided further’’.

Page 132, after line 12, insert the following:
TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS FOR

DEBT RESTRUCTURING
The following sums are appropriated, out

of any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes,
namely:

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

DEBT RESTRUCTURING

For an additional amount for ‘‘Debt Re-
structuring’’, $210,000,000 for a contribution
to the ‘‘Heavily Indebted Poor Countries
Trust Fund’’ of the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development (HIPC

Trust Fund): Provided, That the entire
amount is designated by the Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended: Provided further, That the entire
amount shall be available only to the extent
an official budget request, that includes des-
ignation of the entire amount of the request
as an emergency requirement as defined in
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is trans-
mitted by the President to the Congress. For
payment to the Heavily Indebted Poor Coun-
tries Trust Fund of the International Bank
for Reconstruction and Development, there
is authorized to be appropriated to the Presi-
dent $210,000,000 for fiscal year 2000.

H.R. 4811

OFFERED BY: MS. PELOSI

AMENDMENT NO. 59: Page 6, line 25, after
the dollar amount insert ‘‘(increased by
$42,000,000).

Page 7, line 21, after the first dollar
amount insert ‘‘(increased by $42,000,000)’’.

Page 34, line 21, after the dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(decreased by $42,000,000)’’.

H.R. 4811

OFFERED BY: MR. SMITH OF MICHIGAN

AMENDMENT NO. 60: Page 12, line 8, before
the period insert the following: ‘‘: Provided
further, That of the amount appropriated
under this heading, $30,000,000 shall be made
available for plant biotechnology research
and development’’.
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Senate
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was

called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

O God our Father, we thank You for
the blessings of life. Help us to see
them, to count them, and to remember
them so that our lives may flow in
ceaseless praise. Give us eyes to see the
invisible movement of Your Spirit in
people and in events. Assure us that
You are present, working out Your pur-
poses because You have plans for us.
Focus our attention on the amazing
way You work through people—arrang-
ing details, solving complexities, and
bringing good out of whatever difficul-
ties we commit to You. Help us to be
expectant for Your serendipities, Your
unusual acts of love in usual cir-
cumstances. Now we look forward to a
great day filled with Your grace! You
are our Lord and Saviour. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable WAYNE ALLARD, a
Senator from the State of Colorado, led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

SCHEDULE

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, on
behalf of the leader, today the Senate
will complete the final 2 hours of de-
bate on the motion to proceed to the
Death Tax Elimination Act. By pre-
vious consent, at 11:30 a.m. the Senate
will begin a vote in relation to the Ben-

nett amendment to the DOD authoriza-
tion bill. Following the 11:30 a.m. vote,
the Senate will resume consideration
of the death tax legislation. However,
if no agreement can be reached regard-
ing its consideration, the Senate may
resume the Interior appropriations bill.
A finite list of amendments has been
agreed to with respect to this bill and,
therefore, votes could occur through-
out the day in an effort to complete ac-
tion on this important spending bill.

As a reminder, an agreement was
reached regarding the DOD authoriza-
tion bill, and it is hoped that the Sen-
ate can conclude that bill by the close
of business today or first thing tomor-
row morning. The leadership has an-
nounced that the Senate will consider
and complete the reconciliation bill
during this week’s session.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.

DEATH TAX ELIMINATION ACT—
MOTION TO PROCEED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to
proceed to H.R. 8, which the clerk will
report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A motion to proceed to the bill (H.R. 8) to

amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
phase out the estate and gift taxes over a 10-
year period.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 2
hours of debate.

The Senator from Georgia.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, this

tax has been discussed at length over
the last several years. Several years
ago, we reduced some of the impact of
this tax, but not much. This tax is
among the most often raised issues
when I am among constituents.

A number of people have said during
the course of the debate that the tax
does not affect many Americans. Sta-
tistically, that is accurate, it does not.

Therein lies something very important
for us to consider about this tax, and
there is good news in this.

The fact is that while there are a
limited number of Americans affected
by it, the vast number of Americans, a
huge majority, think it should be
eliminated. Why is that? Why would a
tax that is rather isolated cause a vast
majority of Americans to want to do
away with it? It is because Americans
are still fair about these things, and
they do not think this is a fair tax.
They do not like the concept of any
family working its entire life, building
a business, and then the Government,
which did not do much to make the
business successful—if it was not in the
way—tapping in saying: Now that be-
longs to us, not you who produced it,
but us. They do not like that.

I suspect a lot of Americans con-
template there will be a time when
they will have grown their business,
and they know it is going to take years
to do it and hard sweat and worry and
anxiety. Then the idea that because
the founder or the developers of that
business had reached the end of their
lives and it no longer belonged to that
family, it is inconsistent with the way
Americans think. They do not think it
is fair, and they do not like it hanging
over their heads.

I have always taken that as a sign of
great news that Americans still hold a
fundamental American value that it
belonged to those who worked and
earned it and that the Government
ought not impose an egregious and un-
fair tax. Even if it does not affect me,
I do not think it should happen. We
should take heart from that because
therein lies our ability to ultimately
make the tax system more fair across
the board. No one has much faith in it.
They are cynical about it. They are
paying the highest taxes they have
ever paid. There is a latent desire to fix
the system, and it shows itself vividly
in the death tax, or the estate tax.

Another thing which causes me to
want to see its elimination is I do not
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think it is imposed fairly. An undue
burden, as with many taxes, falls on
the small business person, the small
business family, the reasonable size
family farm or ranch. A lot of people
who are ensnared by this tax do not
even know it has hit them because
their assets are in property or equip-
ment of which they really do not know
the total value. They get pushed over
the edge. Suddenly, this reaper comes
through and falls on this small family
business, small family farm, or ranch.

It is devastating because you have to
pay the tax in 9 months—I think that
is correct—and those kinds of busi-
nesses and those kinds of farms do not
have a huge cash account at some fi-
nancial institution. The value in that
estate is in land and equipment and
goodwill.

So when the Government says: It is
worth $4 million, and you owe us over
$2 million. What are the family’s op-
tions? Very limited. There is no $2 mil-
lion. So the business has to be sold or
half the farm has to be sold or broken
up, components of it sold, so they can
raise enough cash to pay this insatia-
ble appetite in Washington, DC, to get
hold of everybody’s assets, which
means the people who are employed by
that business or farm are typically
looking for another job; they are in a
job line somewhere.

It is disruptive. It is not useful for
the economy. It costs jobs. There are
millions and millions of dollars spent
by larger businesses, mostly, to avoid
this; and to some extent they can,
which is again why I say it is pushing
this down on what we would call the
small business or farm. They are tak-
ing the principal hit here.

First, they cannot afford the consult-
ants to figure out how to minimize it.
Often they do not know they are going
to be impacted by it, and they do not
have the cash to pay it. So the assets
have to be turned over and sold. And if
you have to do it in 9 months—I do not
know how many people around here
have ever gone through the process of
selling even a home, but sometimes
that ‘‘For Sale’’ sign stays out there a
long time. You can take your ‘‘For
Sale’’ sign down, but the Government
does not allow you to delay this tax.
You are going to pay it. So if you have
to sell that farm or that business at a
fire sale price, you have to sell it.
Tough luck, says Uncle Sam.

I ran a small business for about 38
years. That is a long time. I do not re-
member anybody from Washington
ever coming in to help me run it. In
fact, more than once I almost got the
idea they would just as soon we did not
run it; we were fighting them off.
Somewhere they got the idea they
would own half those assets. I know I
am joined by millions of Americans
who do not agree with that.

Just to restate it, it does not affect a
large number of Americans, but a huge
number of Americans want it gone.
They do not think it is fair. They think
it is inappropriate, and it is. They

think it is confiscatory, and it is. I
think they hold to the American dream
and figure one day that could impact
them, and indeed it might.

Mr. KYL. Would the Senator yield for
a brief comment, a question?

Mr. COVERDELL. Sure.
Mr. KYL. The point the Senator just

made is validated by a Gallup Poll that
just came out, conducted from June 22
to 25. It shows that 60 percent of adults
favor this proposal that would elimi-
nate all inheritance taxes, compared to
35 percent who oppose it—almost 2–1
support for elimination of the death
tax.

Interestingly enough, to the point
the Senator just made, only 17 percent
of Americans say they would person-
ally benefit from the tax elimination,
while 43 percent say they would not
benefit.

Mr. COVERDELL. Two-to-one.
Mr. KYL. Yet they support its repeal

because they understand it is unfair.
To the point of the Senator from

California yesterday, who said this all
boils down to whose side are you on,
no, it does not. What it boils down to is
that the vast majority of the American
people, understanding, even though it
may not affect them, it is a totally un-
fair tax, agree with us that it should be
repealed.

Mr. COVERDELL. I appreciate the
Senator citing the poll. I have known
from previous data of its overwhelming
support. I think the point that 2–1 they
favor eliminating it and 2–1 they think
it probably will never affect them—as I
said, I always take heart in this be-
cause it demonstrates the deep reserve
of fairness among Americans about tax
policy and about their Government.

This is not a fair tax, nor is it imple-
mented fairly. It discriminates against
those who do not have the resources to
try to ameliorate it. So it just really
builds up on the small farmer, small
businessperson. They are paying an un-
fair burden here, on top of which, I
would add, it creates turmoil in the
workplace. It costs us jobs. It creates
enormous anxiety and puts an undue
and unnatural pressure on the financial
decisions those who are impacted by it
have to make.

You cannot manage the transaction
of the sale of a business typically in 9
months; there are too many forces at
work. It is very difficult to do. I have
been through that, too. So you are cre-
ating a timetable that is unnatural
and, therefore, you create another bur-
den on the family in about as difficult
a time as you can imagine. They have
already suffered an enormous personal
loss, and then here comes Uncle Sam:
OK, 9 months, belly up.

So I appreciate the work of the Sen-
ator from Arizona and all those others
who have come to speak in favor of the
elimination of the tax. I know we are
going to be successful. I do not know
how long it is going to take. Because
Americans do not want this tax. So
whether it occurs in this current de-
bate, which I hope it does, or one to

follow, I know this is going to be
changed.

I end with this. I do not go to a single
meeting in my State where there are
not several people who raise this ques-
tion. My State is deeply agricultural,
so we have thousands of small farmers.
This is like a loaded gun pointed at
their head. So they are waiting for us
to do something about this because
they know it is unfair. And it is cre-
ating an unnatural worry in a commu-
nity, I might add, that is already under
enormous stress. Agriculture is all
across the country. This adds to that
burden. It does so in a very dramatic
way.

I thank the Senator for according me
some time here this morning and wish
him luck on the success of this legisla-
tion.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana.
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I heard

the speech of my good friend from
Georgia on the House bill. After very
thorough consideration of this matter,
I reach a different conclusion, I must
say to my good friend from Georgia.
Frankly, I urge my colleagues to op-
pose the House bill to repeal the estate
tax. I do this for three reasons.

First, there is a significant chance
that the debate will be conducted
under the restrictions of cloture, which
denies Senators a fair opportunity to
propose amendments.

Second, the House bill reforms the
estate tax the wrong way. There are all
kinds of ways to reform the estate tax.
The House bill is the wrong way.

Third, the House bill crowds out and
pushes aside other more important pri-
orities in which the vast majority of
the American people are far more in-
terested.

Before getting into those arguments
in detail, I will provide some back-
ground about the estate tax. Nobody
likes paying taxes, whether it is in-
come taxes, sales taxes, payroll taxes,
corporate taxes, or estate taxes. Of
course, if one asks in a poll, would you
like to have a certain tax repealed, the
vast majority of Americans would say,
yes, I don’t like paying that tax, repeal
it. Unfortunately, we all know we do
have to pay some tax. After all, in a
civilized society, there is some revenue
that has to be raised to support soci-
ety’s governmental, organizational
purpose and structure. The only ques-
tion is, obviously, how much and what
is the balance.

We should aim to have a tax system
that raises the minimum amount of
revenue that is necessary and does it in
a fair and balanced way. For more than
80 years, there has been a consensus
that the estate tax is a small but im-
portant part of a fair and balanced tax
system. It has been a bipartisan con-
sensus.

The Federal estate tax was first pro-
posed by President Theodore Roo-
sevelt. It was repeated by his suc-
cessor, William Howard Taft. In fact, in
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his inaugural address in 1909, President
Taft said that it may be necessary to
raise additional revenue and that if so
‘‘new kinds of taxation must be adopt-
ed, and among these I recommend a
graduated inheritance tax as correct in
principle and as certain and easy of
collection.’’ That was President Wil-
liam Howard Taft.

A few years later, in 1916, Congress
needed to raise additional revenue pri-
marily to prepare for possible involve-
ment in World War I. Congress had to
make hard choices. Congress could ei-
ther raise tariff rates or it could come
up with an alternative. This is what
the House Committee on Ways and
Means said:

It is probable that no country in the world
derives as much revenue per capita from its
people through the consumption tax as does
the United States. It is therefore deemed
proper that, in meeting the extraordinary
expenditures for the Army and the Navy our
revenue system should be more evenly and
equitably balanced and a larger portion of
our necessary revenues collected from the
incomes and inheritances of those deriving
the most benefit and protection from the
government.

Congress enacted the estate tax in
1916. It has been amended several
times. For example, in 1932, in response
to revenue needs generated by the
Great Depression, the rates were in-
creased significantly. In 1981, under
President Reagan, the rates were cut
significantly, with the top rate falling
from 70 percent to 55 percent. Today
the Federal estate tax applies to es-
tates with a value of more than
$675,000. That threshold amount is
scheduled to rise to $1 million by the
year 2006. There are special rules for
farms and for family businesses.

All told, the tax applies to the es-
tates of about 2 out of every 100 people
who die each year. That is about 2 per-
cent. It raises $28 billion a year. To put
that in perspective, it is 3 percent of
the amount that is raised by the Fed-
eral income tax. under the estate tax.

That brings me to the House bill we
have before us today. The House bill
works in two steps. First, over the first
9 years, the House bill gradually re-
duces estate taxes down to a top rate of
about 40 percent. Then in the year 2010,
a full 10 years after enactment, it com-
pletely repeals the estate tax. At the
same time the House bill imposes a
new requirement, something of which
not many Senators are aware. People
who inherit estates worth more than
certain amounts must maintain what
tax lawyers call the ‘‘carryover basis’’
of inherited assets. That is in the
House bill.

All told, the 10-year cost of the House
bill is $105 billion. But it is important
to note that the House bill is con-
structed to disguise the real long-term
costs. In the 10th year, when the estate
tax is completely repealed, the cost is
almost $50 billion a year, and the cost
will rise each year after that. I have
seen estimates up to $750 billion over
the second 10 years.

That, in a nutshell, is the House bill.

As I said at the outset, I oppose the
bill. I do so for several reasons. My
first concern is with the process. Once
again, the majority may invoke cloture
as a first resort. This limits debate. It
limits the ability for Senators to offer
amendments. Most important of all, it
denies the American people an oppor-
tunity to have their elected representa-
tives conduct a full, unfettered public
debate about a very important issue. I
hope that we can avoid cloture and
have an open debate.

I have another concern about the
process. This is a serious issue, wheth-
er we repeal a Federal estate tax. We
are considering a proposal that can be
fairly described as radical—total re-
peal. That is pretty radical. The House
bill would completely repeal a tax that
has been an integral part of the Fed-
eral tax system since 1916; repeal it,
lock, stock, and barrel, get rid of it to-
tally, with no amendments and no
hearing. That raises many serious
questions.

One is the impact across income lev-
els. I am not talking about class war-
fare. Believe me, that is one thing I
don’t like to get into; I don’t believe in
it. That is bashing the rich. Rather, I
am talking about fully understanding
the impact of this proposal on the over-
all fairness and balance of our tax sys-
tem, a subject we have not addressed.
It hasn’t even been raised; we haven’t
had the opportunity.

Another question is about the new
rules to maintain the carryover basis
of certain inherited assets—very com-
plicated, totally new, not debated, not
even known by a majority of Senators.
In some cases, this would require rec-
ordkeeping across several generations.
Just think of that, requiring new rec-
ordkeeping across several generations.
I remember back when Congress tried
to do something similar in 1978. The
new law was extraordinarily complex.
It created a fierce public backlash, and
we quickly repealed it.

We would do the same if this were
ever enacted into law; I guarantee it.
Do we want people to have to keep
track of the price that their great-
great-grandparents paid for property
and investments? Under the House bill
they will have to.

Another question is the impact on
charitable giving. A great deal of char-
itable giving comes from bequests.
People make these bequests primarily
because they want to help commu-
nities. That is a good cause. But we all
know in some cases there is a tax plan-
ning element because charitable con-
tributions are deducted from the value
of an estate. Do we know how repeal of
the estate tax will affect charitable
giving? Has that been discussed, de-
bated? Many estate tax lawyers I talk
to tell me: Max, if you repeal the Fed-
eral estate tax, it is going to have a
substantial effect on charitable giving.
There will be a substantial reduction in
charitable giving, major, big time, if
you repeal the Federal estate tax.

Another question is the impact on
States. Currently—this is not well

known; how could it be, there hasn’t
been a hearing; we had no opportunity
for amendments—currently an estate
receives a credit for inheritance and es-
tate taxes that the estate pays to a
State government. As a result, these
State taxes generally don’t increase
the overall burden on an estate. In-
stead, they shift revenues from the
Federal Government to the States. It is
about a third.

The long and short of it is, about a
third of all the Federal estate taxes
that are collected go to States. We,
therefore, collect the revenue that goes
to the States. Under a total repeal,
that is the end of that. Does anybody
know that? Do the States know that?
Do the Governors know that? I don’t
think they have focused on this be-
cause they don’t know about it. How
could they? There have been no hear-
ings.

If the Federal estate tax umbrella is
repealed, many States may face strong
pressure to reduce or eliminate their
own inheritance taxes and estate
taxes—resulting in unintended con-
sequences, unthought-out con-
sequences, unknown consequences.

Still another question is how repeal
of the estate tax will affect the con-
centration of wealth. As we all know,
one reason the estate tax was enacted
and later strengthened was to limit the
accumulation of huge fortunes that can
be passed on to create economic dynas-
ties. Are we prepared to say that today
this is no longer an issue?

Now I am not trying to be
judgmental, Mr. President, believe me.
I am just raising very important ques-
tions that have to be discussed, de-
bated, and thought out. I am not sug-
gesting I have all the answers. I am
simply saying these are very serious
questions that deserve more time and
attention than we are giving them.
After all, we are not referring the
House bill to the Finance Committee
for a hearing where the questions can
be addressed. In fact, the Finance Com-
mittee hasn’t held a hearing on estate
taxes in this Congress. I will repeat
that. The Finance Committee has not
held a hearing on estate taxes in this
Congress. Instead, we are rushing the
House bill to the floor under cloture.

Why are we doing this? Why not hold
hearings so that we can more fully un-
derstand the implications of the House
bill? That is just my first concern in
the process.

Now my second concern. While the
House bill reforms the estate tax, it re-
forms it in the wrong way. There is a
right way and a wrong way to do
things. The House bill reforms the
wrong way.

For a long time, I have supported re-
form of the estate tax. Most of us here
do. I have worked on special rules for
farms and ranches. A few years ago, I
worked closely with Senator Dole on
reforms for family-owned small busi-
nesses.

Despite these and some other im-
provements, the estate tax still hits
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some people too hard, especially those
who own farms, ranches, and small
businesses. We should fix that. We
should fix it now. We need to help our
farmers and our small businesses. The
amendment that I and the majority of
my side support will do that.

The House bill that we may adopt,
would do very little for those estates,
very little for those farmers, ranchers,
and small business people—until 10
years later when, under their bill, it is
fully repealed.

On the other hand, the alternative
that Senators MOYNIHAN, CONRAD, and I
propose would reform the estate tax in
the right way. It would do two things
that are simple but effective.

First, we dramatically increase the
amount that is exempt from the estate
tax. Currently, it is $675,000. We in-
crease it to $1 million per spouse right
away. And a few years later, we begin
to increase it again until it reaches $2
million. For a couple, that would be $4
million.

Second, we increase the family-
owned business exclusion to $4 million
per spouse. For a couple, that is $8 mil-
lion.

These simple changes have a huge ef-
fect. The first year, we would exempt
over 40 percent of the estates that cur-
rently are subject to an estate tax. The
fact is, it is much more relief for es-
tates in this range than the House bill
would provide.

As this chart shows, the Democratic
alternative is on the left. This chart
shows who is left paying taxes after the
first year. On the left side, you can see
the bar there, which represents the Re-
publican bill, 50,000 Americans would
continue to pay estate taxes in the
first year, just like they would under
current law. In the first year, as it
shows on the right side, under the
Democratic alternative, only 30,000
Americans would pay estate taxes.
Guess what. That basically continues
for 9 years—not totally, but basically.

So the Democratic alternative pro-
vides relief—significant relief—in the
first 10 years. The Republicans’
doesn’t. There is some near the end.
But there is a cliff effect after 10 years,
with all of the consequences we have
not even talked about.

These simple changes have a huge ef-
fect. The first year, we would exempt
over 40 percent of the estates that are
currently subject to an estate tax.
Under the Republican alternative, none
would be exempt over the first 10 years.
Over the longer term, when the provi-
sions take full effect, the Democratic
proposal would exempt two-thirds of
all estates, three-quarters of all small
businesses, and 90 percent of all farms
and ranches that would otherwise have
to pay estate tax.

Remember, only 2 percent of the es-
tates pay an estate tax. But we are say-
ing in the Democratic alternative that
three-quarters of those who currently
pay—three-quarters of the small busi-
nesses, two-thirds of all estates, and 90
percent of all farmers and ranchers
would be exempt.

This chart shows that, under current
law, the Democratic alternative ex-
empts three-quarters of all family-
owned businesses. The Democratic al-
ternative exempts 95 percent of farms.
On the left, under current law—this is
a huge bar. That means those folks are
still paying. Under the Democratic al-
ternative, very few pay. You can see
that.

This other chart is showing the same
thing with respect to all estate taxes.
That is, over the first 10 years, fewer
Americans will be paying estate taxes
than under the House bill.

Next year, it is expected that about
2.5 million Americans will die. Roughly
50,000 will have estates that would pay
an estate tax under current law. Under
the House bill, every one of these es-
tates will still pay an estate tax, but at
slightly lower rates, with the greatest
rate reductions going to the larger es-
tates.

Again, the greatest rate reductions
will go to the larger estates; whereas,
under the Democratic alternative, the
bulk—almost all of the relief—is imme-
diate, and it goes to farms, ranches,
and small businesses. The small busi-
ness exclusion is raised to $8 million
per couple eventually, and the unified
credit is raised to $4 million eventu-
ally.

So under our substitute, fully 20,000
of those 50,000 estates won’t pay an es-
tate tax at all in the very first year.
They will be exempt, period. The ex-
emptions will be concentrated on the
farms, ranches, and the small busi-
nesses that need relief. That is the
right kind of reform, not the wrong
kind, which I mentioned earlier.

My third concern is about priorities.
At the end of the day, that is what this
debate is really about. We provide com-
plete relief to estates worth up to $4
million, and farms, ranches, and small
businesses worth up to $8 million—
complete relief.

The proponents of the House bill in-
sist that we go much further, at an ad-
ditional cost of about $40 billion over 10
years. In later years, the cost will be
much higher, about $50 billion a year.
They argue, in support of the House
bill, that whatever the size of an es-
tate, we should not impose a tax at the
event of death rather than when an
asset is sold, and we should not impose
rates as high as 55 percent.

These are serious arguments. I don’t
dismiss them out of hand. Senator KYL,
in particular, has presented an articu-
late case. But reasonable people can
differ. When we get the facts out and
determine what is really going out, dif-
ferent people can reach different con-
clusions. I think it comes down to pri-
orities.

It seems to me that we in this Cham-
ber could agree in an instant to provide
relief to the vast majority of farms,
ranches, and small businesses and, in-
deed, for the vast majority of estates
that are now subject to the tax. We can
do it for a cost of $60 billion over 10
years—less than in the House bill.

So the real question, then, is whether
it makes sense for us to spend another
$40 billion to provide relief for people
who are, by any measure, very well off
and can take care of themselves.

Again, it is a question of priorities.
Despite the euphoria the new esti-
mated budget surpluses seem to induce,
we all know that, in truth, there is no
free lunch. If we reduce tax revenue by
another $40 million, we will have much
less for other priorities, such as health
care and prescription drugs, which are
much more important to most Ameri-
cans.

Providing middle-class working fami-
lies relief from payroll taxes is one ex-
ample; providing incentives for edu-
cation and savings, and providing in-
centives for research and development,
which will keep our economy on the
cutting technological edge, those are
other alternatives and higher priorities
of the American people which will help
make our economy stronger, and pro-
viding prescription drug coverage so
that seniors don’t have to choose be-
tween food and medicine. Many, as we
well know, have to make that choice.

Oh, yes. Let’s not forget that we are
paying down the national debt. That is
pretty important.

I hope cloture is not sought. I hope
that at some point soon we have a real
opportunity to discuss and resolve our
differences.

After all, there are some positive
signs. The President has signaled that
he has an interest in compromise.

Enlightened business leaders are now
suggesting there can be a compromise.
In other words, if we want to write a
law rather than create a political issue,
we can achieve a compromise that
makes meaningful reforms in estate
tax and also address other pressing na-
tional needs. That would be good news.
I hope it happens.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I be-

lieve under the agreement that I am
now allotted 15 minutes. I want to
comment briefly.

My friend from Montana indicated a
concern a number of times about lim-
iting debate. I have to suggest that
this debate could have been changed
had there been an agreement on his
side. The idea that there is not an op-
portunity to offer amendments in lim-
ited debate is not a very valid argu-
ment. That is because that side has not
agreed.

I yield time to the Senator from
Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding.

I agree with the statement of the
very distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana. Reasonable people can disagree,
and they can use the same statistics
and come to different conclusions. We
do that every day in this Chamber.

I wonder, after listening to the de-
bate—whether it is Montana, Min-
nesota, or whatever the State being
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represented by the other side of the
aisle—how Montana could be so dif-
ferent from Oklahoma.

Eleven months ago, I did a tour of
very small areas in Oklahoma—
Shattuck, Boise, and Gage—places you
probably never heard of, with very
small populations. These people are not
wealthy. They are small family farm-
ers and ranchers. In that part of Okla-
homa, they normally have three
sources of income. It is either small
grain or cattle or oil. When all three
are down, we have real devastation out
there. We have a lot of family farms
that are not even making enough
money to break even.

I remember going out there and talk-
ing about the various agricultural pro-
grams. I talked about crop insurance. I
talked about transition payments. But
when the subject of estate taxes came
up, they forgot about all of the other
Government programs having to do
with agriculture. They said: It would
be the greatest thing in the world for
us to be able to survive as a family in-
stitution and pass this on to the next
generation.

These people live day to day. They
are not wealthy people. They have to
really save to buy halfway modern
farm equipment. They say: The great-
est single thing you could do for us
would be to allow us to pass this on to
the next generation.

I think that dwelling on the small
percentage of total estates subject to
the death tax isn’t really an adequate
reflection of the damage inflicted by
the death tax, which is about 1.9 per-
cent out of the approximately 2.3 mil-
lion deaths each year, and 4.3 file a re-
turn; that is, 98,900. Not all of these are
taxable. There is an effect in Oklahoma
on small businesses and farms.

If you look at the ‘‘1995 White House
Conference on Small Business Issue
Handbook’’—we had several people
there as part of that group who made
this handbook—more than 70 percent of
all the family businesses do not survive
through the second generation, and
fully 87 percent do not make it to the
third generation.

I ask the Senator from Wyoming
about the source of some of these fig-
ures which we hear, such as the loss of
$40 billion in tax revenues. I don’t
know where they come from. I cer-
tainly question them.

The current Federal death tax ac-
counted for only $23 billion in 1998, or
a meager 1.4 percent of $1.7 trillion in
total Federal receipts, a level that has
remained fairly stable over the years.

I suggest there are two factors that
are not being considered. One is the
cost of compliance and one is the eco-
nomic impact.

There are some studies which illus-
trate that we could actually end up in-
creasing tax revenues by altogether
eliminating the death tax.

A December 1999 study by Congress’
Joint Economic Committee said:

The compliance costs associated with the
estate tax are of the same general magnitude

as the tax’s revenue yield, or about $23 bil-
lion. . .The estate tax raises very little, if
any, net revenue for the Federal Govern-
ment.

In 1998, the Heritage Foundation
came up with a similar conclusion.
They said:

The cost of compliance means that the $19
billion collected in the Federal death taxes
last year actually cost taxpayers $25 billion.

It is actually a net loss, according to
their study.

A recent report from the Institute for
Policy Innovation says:

Reducing estate taxes would generate siz-
able economic gains with little revenue loss.
Over the next 10 years, doing away with the
estate tax would produce $3.67 in output for
every $1 of static revenue loss.

Finally, Alicia Munnell, a former
member of President Clinton’s own
Council of Economic Advisors, in a 1988
economic review, estimates that the
costs of complying with estate tax laws
are roughly the same magnitude as the
revenue raised.

This came right out of the White
House.

The other factor I am very sensitive
to—because before I came to this body
or to the other body down the hall, I
spent 30 years in the real world—I
know what it is like and how tough it
is out in the real world. I wish every
Member of the Senate had that kind of
30-year experience. I can remember the
years I spent working long hours hiring
people and expanding the economic
base.

There is one statistic that is hardly
ever used around here. Every 1 percent
increase in economic activity produces
an additional $24 billion of new rev-
enue.

If you look at the motivation of
many of us—I am not the only one in
this Chamber. I am not the only one
certainly in Oklahoma or in this coun-
try who spent the majority of his life
working, not for himself but for the
kids. Would I have worked those hours
and would I have taken the time to go
out and generate the jobs and revenues
for this country if I had known that I
could not have passed them on to my
children?

I say this: For probably the last 20
years of the 30-some years I worked in
the real world, I worked for my four
kids and now my grandkids.

If anyone in this Chamber who was
opposed to the 1993 Clinton/Gore tax in-
crease—which some have characterized
as the largest single tax increase in the
history of this country, and the in-
crease in estate taxes at that time—if
they were offended by that and felt we
increased taxes too much, as even the
President said he did, this is your op-
portunity to undo some of that dam-
age.

Finally, I consider this to be a moral
issue. I think any time you have the
Government saying you must spend
your savings on yourself and not give
to your kids, it becomes a moral issue.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator in Wyoming.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I under-
stood that Senator SCHUMER was going
to speak, according to the list that I
have.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we had
15 minutes. The Senator from Okla-
homa used part of it. I intend to use
the remainder. We are a little behind
on time.

Mr. BAUCUS. That put us behind.
Mr. THOMAS. I will use about 5 min-

utes.
Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, this is

an interesting debate. It has gone on
now for a substantial amount of time.
We talked about all of the details. Of
course, that is a proper thing to do.
There are all kinds of ideas in the Sen-
ate, which is the way it is supposed to
be. That is what the Senate is about.

There are many, particularly on that
side of the aisle, who want to spend
more—that more spending is the better
thing to do. There are others who be-
lieve there should be a limit on spend-
ing—a limit on what the Federal Gov-
ernment does. But that is a judgment
we need to make. Some apparently
think that it is better to penalize
spending, to make it more difficult for
people to amass money. Others believe
we ought to encourage savings. That is
what the system is about. It causes
people to be able to work and save for
themselves.

There are some who believe we ought
to be in the business of redistributing
income. Of course, we are dealing with
that all of the time. Others believe we
ought to encourage enterprise and en-
trepreneurship. These differences, phil-
osophical and others, are as they
should be. It is the role of the Senate
to do that. It is also the obligation and
role of the Senate to come to closure.

The idea that we drag these things
along is exasperating. We have 35 days
left in this session to finish many
things, including the very important
appropriations bills. As we move to-
ward the end, of course, we have an ad-
ministration that is interested, as al-
ways, in shutting down the Govern-
ment and blaming the Congress so they
get all the appropriation things they
choose.

The House adopted this bill by a vote
of 279–136, which is greater than a two-
thirds majority. This estate repeal,
this death tax repeal, over a 10-year pe-
riod, does away with the death tax. It
takes death out of the formula. It
would not eliminate taxes. Those prop-
erties and values passed on to someone
else will be a basis, and when and if
those are disposed of, there will be a
tax on them. It isn’t a matter of not
taxing them; it takes death out of the
proposition.

Interestingly enough, despite all the
concerns about revenue impacts, the
tax raises only 1 to 2 percent of overall
Federal revenues. That is relatively
small. As a matter of fact, the Joint
Economic Committee indicated a prob-
able loss of income taxes because of
businesses that have to be shut down as
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a result of estate taxes, thus causing a
deficit.

This idea that we will eliminate
taxes, that people don’t pay taxes on
the property, isn’t true. They will be
paid on the basis of whenever they are
disposed of.

There are a number of things that
need to be dealt with. One is that the
death tax kills jobs. No question about
that. Many small businesses and farms
have to sell their properties. Jobs are
eliminated. Those people who lose
their jobs are taxed at 100 percent. I
happen to be from the West where we
are interested in keeping open space.
Agriculture does that. Many agri-
culturists will have to sell their lands
when they have to pay this estate tax.
It will be developed. It ruins that idea.

Certainly double taxation is involved
here, so there are some philosophical
issues that we ought to take into ac-
count. Again, I will stay away from the
details. We have had a great deal of
talk about the details.

Instead of talking about the fact that
we have lots of money, there are a mil-
lion things for which we can spend it.
We have had more difficulty holding
down the size of the Federal Govern-
ment, and that is more important when
we have a surplus than when we have a
deficit because there are a million
things for which we can spend it. We
ought to talk about what is the legiti-
mate role of the Federal Government;
what is the role of State and local gov-
ernments.

Do we just involve ourselves in ev-
erything because there is money avail-
able? I don’t think so. We have a con-
stitutional government, a constitu-
tional limitation. We ought to talk
about that. We ought to talk about
saving Social Security. We are doing
that. We ought to talk about strength-
ening health care. We are doing that.
We ought to pay down some of the
debt. And then, frankly, we talk about
taxes. Money ought to go back to the
people who own it, who are paying in.
Fairness ought to be a part of this
whole equation. I hope it will be.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York.
Mr. SCHUMER. I am here to talk

about the estate tax and what we ought
to do about it. I want to make a couple
of points.

First, I give the person who named it
the ‘‘death’’ tax a lot of credit. I don’t
think this issue would have the veloc-
ity it does if it were not called that. At
certain times, words somehow convey
things. Sometimes they are correct;
sometimes they are incorrect. I believe
if ‘‘junk’’ bonds had been called high-
yield bonds, we would have a different
economic history. As we have learned,
junk bonds play a useful role in the
economy. For a while, when they were
called ‘‘junk,’’ people changed their
views. Words have a funny way of
working. When we say death tax, peo-
ple say that sounds horrible. It almost
sounds like something from Star Wars.

Second, I am not one who says that
this is a great thing and we must have
it in place. In one particular area I
think there is great resonance for
eliminating this. That is, that any or-
ganic business—a farm, a small busi-
ness, and frankly a large business—
that would have to be broken up be-
cause of the extent of the tax should
not be. A business is an ongoing orga-
nism. It employs sometimes 10 people
and sometimes 10,000 people. To have
to break that business up to pay any
tax, to me, is counterproductive. That
is why I have floated a proposal to my
colleagues that eliminates this for any
ongoing business that is passed down
through the family and delays the pay-
ment of the tax until that business is
broken up, either by the next genera-
tion or the generation after that. That
makes sense to me.

If we were in a world of unlimited
dollars, I would be for immediate re-
peal of the whole thing—not just the
family part. But we are not. We have to
make choices. That is what this is all
about. If you had to make one argu-
ment about what the debate concerns,
it concerns choice. What are our
choices? It has been well documented
by many of my colleagues that 98 per-
cent of the American people right now
do not pay the estate tax. It has been
documented that the amount of income
is going up and up and up. You have to
be millionaire before you pay that tax.
Soon you will have to be—whatever the
word is—a ‘‘dual’’ millionaire, have at
least $2 million before you pay the tax.
Only 2 percent of Americans are af-
fected. Of the 2 percent who pay, the
very wealthiest, the billionaires, pay a
huge proportion of that tax.

Do they resent it? I guess they do. I
give them credit for having built up
their businesses and earned all this
money. They say they pay taxes all
along; why should they pay it again.
By that argument, no one should pay
taxes any time. We pay a sales tax. We
pay an income tax. We pay corporate
taxes. We pay property taxes. They
often hit the same people more than
once. That is unfortunate.

Why do I say this is a choice issue?
You have to compare. Since we don’t
have unlimited money, we have come
to a consensus. We ought to buy down
the debt and save Social Security
which takes the majority of the now
projected $4 trillion surplus. What do
we do with the rest? I agree with my
friend from Wyoming that tax cuts
should play a part. We shouldn’t have
all spending proposals. I believe there
ought to be a mix. Once we buy down
the debt, we ought to have some tax re-
duction and some necessary spending
proposals. Education and health care
and transportation would be my prior-
ities.

When we do tax cuts, who do you
want to help? What best helps Amer-
ica? I am here to talk about a proposal
that I think 95 percent of all Ameri-
cans would prefer rather than what is
being proposed here; that is, to make

college tuition tax deductible, particu-
larly for middle-income people.

College is a necessity in America
these days. We know that. We know
the old-time way of a job being handed
down from great-grandfather to grand-
father to father to son or great-grand-
mother to grandmother to mother to
daughter is gone. We know that only
people in America whose income level
has actually gone up during this pros-
perity are those with the college edu-
cation. So college is a necessity for
families, for parents, for individuals. It
is a necessity for the individual’s well-
being, but it is also a necessity for the
well-being of America. Because as we
move into an ideas economy, we surely
will not stay the No. 1 country in the
world if we do not have the best edu-
cated people. Praise God, so far we do.
But that could flow away.

One of the main impediments to us
staying No. 1 and continuing to have
the best educated people in the world is
the high cost of college tuition. If you
are a family who is solidly in the mid-
dle class—let’s say you make $50,000 or
$60,000 or $70,000 a year—you get no
help with those tuition bills. If you are
poor, we give you a lot of help. We
should. I love seeing ladders where poor
people can walk their way up and es-
tablish themselves in America. If you
are rich, you don’t need it. You can af-
ford that high college tuition. But if
you are a middle-class person, if you
are that hard-working majority of
Americans right there in the middle—
let’s say the husband and wife work
and let’s say their total income is
$65,000, $70,000; that is pretty good until
the tuition bill hits; until they see
they have to pay $10,000 or $15,000 or
$20,000 or even $30,000 to send their
child to the best possible school—you
don’t get any help at all.

We can. We can next week when we
debate the estate tax. I ask my col-
leagues, where would it be better
spent? To help the very wealthy in
America not pay the estate tax—again,
all things being equal why not—or is it
better to help the middle class pay for
their children’s college? Why, when
people struggle to save their $10, $20,
$50 every week to pay for college, does
Uncle Sam then take a cut when we
know that this is good for America?
When you send your child to college,
you are not only helping that child and
your family, you are helping America.
You are helping us achieve the best
educated labor force in the world. So
why, when families struggle, and strug-
gle they do, does Uncle Sam take a tax
cut?

I make a good salary as a Senator. I
have no complaints. God has been good
to me and my family. But we have two
daughters, beautiful daughters, the
love of our lives, 15 and 11. We are up
late at night figuring out how we are
going to pay for their college edu-
cation.

There are millions of American fami-
lies whose children do not go to college
because it is expensive, too expensive.
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There are millions more—I was in Ni-
agara Falls this Monday, 2 days ago. I
heard of a family, the Maskas, with
seven children. They are trying to send
each one to college. A few of them are
in college at the same time. But do you
know what they had to do? They had to
tell one of their young children, even
though he was doing very well in
school and had good boards, that he
had to go to a nearby junior college be-
cause they couldn’t afford the college
he deserved to get into.

So it is not only people who can’t get
into college; it is people who scale
down the college they choose because
they cannot afford the more expensive
schools. Tuition has gone up more than
any part of our budget. The cost of
health care, from 1980 to 1995—which
everyone talks about having a huge
amount of increase—went up 175 per-
cent; 250 percent is tuition.

The bottom line to all of us in this
Chamber is simple. It is not whether
we are for or against removing the es-
tate tax in the abstract. It is a choice—
choice—choice—choice: Do we take
these hundreds of billions of dollars,
which I believe I agree with my col-
league from Wyoming should be sent
back to the people—and send them to
the very wealthiest people or do we
give some back to the middle class to
help educate their children and get
them the best college education pos-
sible?

I daresay the vast majority of voters
in every one of the 50 States believes it
is better to vote for the proposal that I
will make on the estate tax bill. I have
done it jointly. I do not know if we will
be offering it together, but the pro-
posal was put together by myself, the
Senator from Maine, Ms. SNOWE, the
Senator from Indiana, Mr. BAYH, and
the Senator from Oregon, Mr. SMITH. It
is bipartisan. I urge my colleagues next
week, when the estate tax bill comes to
be debated, if it does, to decide the
choice. Do we return the money to the
wealthiest 2 percent, especially those
who do not have ongoing farms or busi-
nesses—because we are going to deal
with them—or do we send it to the mil-
lions of middle-class Americans who
are up late at night, worried about
whether they can afford to send their
children to school, and who right now
get virtually no help from Washington?

Mr. President, I yield my remaining
time to the Senator from Nevada.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. So there is some order
here, we wanted to go back and forth.
It is now the Republicans’ turn. It is
my understanding Senator DOMENICI
will speak. Following that, so col-
leagues on my side of the aisle will
know, Senator HARKIN will have 15
minutes. Then the last speaker we will
have is Senator LAUTENBERG and he
will have whatever time we have re-
maining, probably about 13 minutes.

Mr. THOMAS. As I understand it, I
agree: Senator DOMENICI, then Senator
HARKIN, and then we have Senator
HUTCHISON.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask from
the time of the Democrats, the minor-
ity, that Senator HARKIN be given 15
minutes and Senator LAUTENBERG be
given the remaining time that we have.
I ask that in the form of a unanimous
consent request.

Mr. THOMAS. I have no objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. THOMAS. I yield 15 minutes to

the Senator from New Mexico.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I

think almost everyone has heard the
name Dr. Milton Friedman. I would
like to start my brief remarks by
quoting this very distinguished Nobel
prize winning economist, who notes:

The estate tax sends a bad message to sav-
ers, to wit: that it is OK to spend your
money on wine, women and song, but don’t
try to save it for your kids. The moral ab-
surdity of the tax is surpassed only by its
economic irrationality.

You could stop there and say no
more, and ask, do we really have a tax
on the books of the United States that
will lead Americans to waste their
money rather than save it to leave to
their children? And then to be add the
economically irrational absurdity. One
could just read that indictment and
conclude that it is a good source of in-
formation, a Nobel winner in econom-
ics, a splendid proponent of entrepre-
neurial capitalism and what makes it
work and what detracts from its work-
ing. Dr. Friedman’s quote could be the
sum and total of my speech. I could
stop there.

But let me proceed on with a couple
of facts. These are real. It does not
raise very much money. It is a big trap
for the unwary. It is viewed as the
most confiscatory tax, with its rates
reaching 55 percent, and if coupled with
the generation-skipping tax, the prac-
tical effect of the tax is that it can
grab as much as 85 cents on the dollar.
I do not believe we in America ought to
have any tax on the books that can
take as much as 85 percent of any dol-
lar, earned or owned, by any American.
So that is the debate.

It hits a diversity of people. Two
groups most adversely affected are
small businesses and family farms,
which are absolutely frightened of the
concept that at a point in time when
they most need their managing part-
ner, when the business or farm needs
its key person the most, that key per-
son has died, by definition, and up to 55
percent straight on—without genera-
tion-skipping trusts protecting chil-
dren—55 percent of the estate would go
to the Government.

There are all kinds of excuses and ex-
planations. It is payable over time.
Yes, some would say: Thank you, Fed-
eral Government, as you take 55 per-
cent of everything we saved and earned
and built up; it is generous that you let
us pay that 55 percent over time.

I do not know if that means any-
thing. It probably means the Govern-

ment got to the point where it was ab-
solutely absurd trying to make them
pay that 55 percent all at once because
the horror stories were so rampant
that Congress would say: What are we
up to? After listening to that for a
while, they made it payable on the in-
stallment plan.

Again, my own sense of what this
does and what my constituents have
told me is consistent with Dr. Milton
Friedman: The Estate Tax penalizes
savers. Someone who is getting old
may have accumulated an estate per-
haps made up of a nice house, a nice
summer cabin, and may own two filling
stations. Try that on as to whether
they are a real rich person: A really
nice house, a summer cabin, and two
filling stations of the modern type
today. They are going to pay a huge
amount on the appraised value of that
estate, and let’s add to it that they
saved and have $50,000 in the bank. All
of these assets were acquired with
money that had already been taxed as
income under the Federal income tax.

It is a double tax; I do not think any-
body would doubt that. Nobody would
come to the floor and say it is not. As-
sets are purchased with after-tax dol-
lars and then taxed again under the es-
tate tax.

The approach in the bill before us is
a very fair approach. There are some
who think the bill allows rich people to
avoid paying taxes. It does not. The
change is a timing change. Death
would not be the taxable event. In-
stead, a family business or farm or
other asset inherited would be taxed
when it is sold, but it is not a give-
away, as some allege, because the basis
for calculating the tax at the time of
the sale would be the same as if the
original owner had sold it. It would be
taxed on a carryover basis.

That means, to make it very simple,
if your entire assets are three ware-
houses when death occurs, the three
warehouses have a value at the date of
death, but they are not taxed then.
When one or two or three of those
warehouses are sold by the inheritor,
they pay a capital gains tax using the
original value, which might have been
the value 10 or 15 years ago when the
asset was first acquired.

If they make a very large amount of
money when they sell it, that is taxed
as capital gains. It is changing the tax-
able event from the date of death that
triggers the tax to the date of an ac-
tual sale by one who inherits it. That
is the event.

It seems to me when everybody has
that understood—some of the people
who are saying this is not a fair ap-
proach, and some Americans who have
been listening might say, Is this really
fair—they will come down on the side
that this is a much fairer approach
than taxing on the value on the date of
death.

I compliment the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee for his fine work. He
is correct that this is one tax that
should be abolished. This is a good and
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fair tax policy, and it moves us toward
tax simplification, which, in and of
itself, is commendable and something
we are always trying to do with our
Tax Code but succeed rarely. We talk
much and succeed rarely.

NEW MEXICO WATER RIGHTS

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to talk about some other things
that should be abolished. Last week,
the Solicitor of the Department of the
Interior issued a two-paragraph memo-
randum that he calls a legal opinion. In
that memo opinion, he attempts, in
one fell swoop, to overrule New Mexico
water law and the rights that are es-
tablished under New Mexico water law
which are called the rights of prior ap-
propriation, the cornerstone of water
rights, and the right to use water and
how to allocate water when water is
stored.

In that same opinion, as I view it, he
has abolished our water law and na-
tionalized the Middle Rio Grande Con-
servancy District, one of the largest ir-
rigation districts—if anyone has flown
over Albuquerque, that big green belt
is the Rio Grande, and anything you
can see in Albuquerque on that part of
the river is part of the conservancy dis-
trict. That conservancy district is not,
as the Solicitor said, ‘‘an agent of the
Federal Government.’’ He is going to
have plenty of time to prove that for
he is going to be challenged in every
court wherever we can, and perhaps
even in the Congress, on whether that
is an appropriate conclusion.

Let me tell you about the creation of
this Middle Rio Grande Conservancy
District and its mission.

First, it was created by the State of
New Mexico by our State legislature in
1923. It was the Conservancy Act of
New Mexico. It was not created by the
Federal Government. It was created by
New Mexico. It owes the Federal Gov-
ernment no money. It paid off its last
rehab and construction loan in 1999.

Solicitors at the Department of Inte-
rior or any other lawyers just do not
walk around nationalizing assets. In
some countries, dictators do, but cer-
tainly it is not the way we do things in
America.

The partial effect of this memo is to
overturn New Mexico and western
water law. In our State, water is a pre-
cious commodity. I wish we had more
of it so it would not be so precious, but
it is precious and we have too little of
it.

In New Mexico, we have endangered
species. We have more than one, but
one lives in the lower reaches of the
Middle Rio Grande River. We have a
silvery minnow. And in the river right
over the mountains is a blunt-nosed
shiner. I wish we had fewer endangered
species and more water—that would be
very good—but such is not what has
been dealt New Mexico.

We have a water rights system, and
it essentially is a seniority system.
This Solicitor ignores that basic
premise. Adding insult to injury, the
matter was already before our Federal

courts, and on June 19, 2000, Interior
Solicitor Leshy issued a brief opinion
stating that the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, the entity that manages some of
the water, has title to the water in this
Middle Rio Grande Conservancy Dis-
trict. How he will ever make that stand
up I do not know, but I hope there are
judges left who will get to the heart of
this issue and determine that is not a
policy nor is it fact.

In October of 1999, the Bureau of Rec-
lamation biological assessment stated
the bureau did not have a controlling
property interest in this Middle Rio
Grande conservancy facility.

On Thursday, the Albuquerque Bu-
reau of Reclamation area manager sent
a letter to the Middle Rio Grande Con-
servancy District that they operate as
agent of the United States and should
operate its ‘‘transferred works’’ allow
300 cfs of water to bypass San Acacia
Dam on the lower river for the silvery
minnow.

This places all the burden on these
farmers and none on the rest of the
users, which is inconsistent with New
Mexico law again. This places all the
burden on this one group.

The Middle Rio Grande Conservancy
District’s position is that providing
water for the fish should not all be
borne by their water users, i.e. the
farmers. The burden should be shared.
There are many big water rights hold-
ers including the city of Albuquerque.
The Bureau of Reclamation countered
that it has title to the Conservancy
District’s water so it can claim it, but
that it does not have authority to take
the Albuquerque city’s water because
it is other people’s water.

New Mexico says that the Federal
Government must comply with State
law and get a permit to change irriga-
tion water to water for fish habitat. It
further admonished that the Federal
Government has no authority to inter-
fere with the state’s interstate delivery
obligations. I believe the federal gov-
ernment’s strategy is to divide the par-
ties, as well as to avoid a hearing on
the merits of the biological need for
wet water for the fish.

To conclude, if we are ever to have
cooperation to preserve this endan-
gered species, the silvery minnow, this
is exactly the way not to do it. There
was a burgeoning working together, co-
operative group. I was part of it. Many
environmental groups were part of it.

We were looking for a way to collec-
tively and collaboratively create some
habit activities, and then construct
some habitats for this minnow, and to
do it with the full assistance of the
Federal Government. Along comes this
Leshy opinion and out the window goes
all that. Now it is full speed ahead with
litigation on all sides, and people work-
ing in the Congress to see what we can
do to be fair.

If I have not used all my time, I yield
whatever I have to the distinguished
floor manager, the Senator from Wyo-
ming. I thank the Senate for the time
given me this morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized for up to
15 minutes.

THE 10TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE AMERICANS
WITH DISABILITIES ACT

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, it seems
as if we can take all kinds of time on
the Senate floor—hours, days—talking
about how we are going to benefit the
richest people in America, many of
whom inherited their wealth. After all,
that is what estates are; they are
wealth that is passed on from one gen-
eration to another. I do not have any-
thing against that, but it seems to me
we spend an undue amount of time
talking about how we are going to help
the richest, most well-off people in our
country, who, by and large, can pretty
well take care of themselves.

So I am going to diverge a little bit
because I want to talk about a group of
individuals in this country who do not
fall into that Fortune 500 or 400 or
whatever it is—the Forbes 400—people
who have the big estates. I want to
talk about a group of people who have
been discriminated against in our soci-
ety for far too long and with whom we
in Congress had made a pact 10 years
ago and President George Bush signed
into law the Americans with Disabil-
ities Act to say that we, as a nation,
are no longer going to tolerate dis-
crimination against any individual in
this country because of his or her dis-
ability.

July 26—a couple weeks from now—
will mark the 10th anniversary of the
signing of the Americans with Disabil-
ities Act. As those of us who worked so
hard for the ADA predicted, the act has
taken its place among the great civil
rights laws in our history. On July 26,
1990, we, as a country, committed our-
selves to the principle that a disability
in no way diminishes a person’s right
to participate in the cultural, eco-
nomic, educational, political, and so-
cial mainstream.

By eliminating barriers everywhere—
from education to health care, from
streets to public transportation, from
parks to shopping malls, and from
courthouses to Congress—the ADA has
opened up new worlds to people with
disabilities. People with disabilities
are participating more and more in
their communities, living fuller lives
as students, coworkers, taxpayers, con-
sumers, voters, and neighbors.

As part of the anniversary celebra-
tion—the 10th anniversary of the sign-
ing of the Americans with Disabilities
Act—I recently announced the ‘‘A Day
in the Life of the ADA’’ campaign. I am
asking people across the country to
send stories about how their lives are
different because of the Americans
with Disabilities Act. We are going to
be using these stories to celebrate our
accomplishments and to learn more
about what we still must do to give all
Americans an equal opportunity to live
out the American dream of independ-
ence. We already have received many
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wonderful stories that show how the
ADA is changing the face of America. I
look forward to receiving many more.

I ask the people to either send these
stories by e-mail to
adastories@harkin.senate.gov or send
them to ‘‘A Day in the Life of the
ADA,’’ c/o Senator TOM HARKIN, 731
Hart Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC, 20510.

We want to tell these great stories in
the celebration that will take place on
July 26. There will be ceremonies at
the White House. We will take time
here in the Congress to talk more
about the Americans with Disabilities
Act, what it is, what it was meant to
do, and what it has accomplished.

The ‘‘A Day in the Life of the ADA’’
campaign will create a historical
record of the profound impact the ADA
has had on the daily life of people with
disabilities. I will share with you a
couple stories I have already received.

I spoke with a woman in Des Moines,
IA, who told me that not only had the
ADA helped her son, who has a dis-
ability, get a job working at a res-
taurant, but that because of the fact he
has that job he has become a role
model for other kids with disabilities,
to show them that they, too, can get
jobs and work.

I recently met and spoke with The-
resa Uchytil from Urbandale, IA. The-
resa is this year’s Miss Iowa and hope-
fully will be next year’s Miss America.
She was born without a left hand. She
told me that the ADA has given her
and other people with disabilities con-
fidence to pursue their own dreams.

I received a letter from a woman in
Waukegan, IL, who is blind, who wrote:

The ADA has allowed me to receive my
bank statements in braille. This might seem
like a small victory to some. Obviously such
people have never been denied the ability to
read something so personal as a bank state-
ment.

I heard from a man in Greenbelt, MD,
just outside Washington, DC, who is
deaf. I will quote him. He said:

When I turn on the TV in the morning, I
can watch captions and public service an-
nouncements because of the ADA. When I go
to work and make phone calls, I use the tele-
communication relay services enacted by the
ADA. In the afternoon I go to the doctor’s of-
fice and am able to communicate with my
doctor because the ADA has required the
presence of a sign language interpreter.
After the doctor’s office, I decide to go shop-
ping and am able to find a TTY (as required
by the ADA) in the mall to call my family
and let them know that I will be a bit late in
arriving home. . . . In short, the ADA has
had a major impact on almost every facet of
my life.

I heard from a man in Berkeley, CA,
who has cerebral palsy and uses a
wheelchair. He said:

The ADA has made me able to live inde-
pendently. I can now get into most every res-
taurant, movie theater or public place. The
ADA has put me on a level playing ground
with the rest of society. I realize that if I
had been born any other time before I was, I
would not be able to lead the life I do. I am
going back to school in the fall. I hope to
educate people by either being a teacher or a

lawyer. I do not think that this would have
been possible without the ADA.

These are only a few of the many sto-
ries we are receiving. I encourage oth-
ers to send in their stories, again, to
create a historical record of the pro-
found impact the ADA has had on the
daily lives of people with disabilities,
their families and friends, and every
American. I encourage everyone to
share their stories, their family sto-
ries, about how the ADA has improved
their lives.

For example, I would like to have
stories about how the ADA has elimi-
nated segregation in education and
health care and the workplace, how the
ADA has increased the accessibility of
schools and colleges and government
and the workplace for people with dis-
abilities. I would like to hear stories
about how the ADA has made it pos-
sible for people with and without dis-
abilities to enjoy the smaller things
that many of us take for granted—
going out to a birthday party dinner as
a family, going to a movie with a
friend, a loved one, or a family mem-
ber, going to a museum with friends on
a Sunday afternoon, or just plain going
out to the grocery store to shop for
groceries.

The ADA has improved people’s lives.
I need stories that show how the ADA
has improved people’s lives in any
other way, maybe some I have not even
thought about.

We will share these stories to show
how the ADA has benefited people with
disabilities and how it has benefited all
of American society—by integrating
and pulling people from all walks of
life into every facet of our lives in
America: in education, in the work-
place, travel and transportation, and
government services.

Again, during this time of debate on
the estate tax bill, and what we are
going to do to help some of the richest
people in America, I want to take this
time to let people know there are a lot
of Americans out there who, because of
what we did 10 years ago in passing the
Americans with Disabilities Act, are
leading fuller, richer, more inde-
pendent lives.

We celebrate that this year on the
10th anniversary on July 26. I ask ev-
eryone to help build this record of the
ADA successes, again, by sending their
stories either by e-mail, at
adastories@harkin.senate.gov, or ‘‘A
Day in the Life of the ADA,’’ c/o Sen-
ator TOM HARKIN, 731 Hart Senate Of-
fice Building, Washington, D.C. 20510.

By doing this, we will build a histor-
ical record. We will show how the ADA
has indeed made us a better country,
how the ADA has made it possible for
people from all walks of life, regardless
of their disability, to work, to travel,
to enjoy their families and friends.
This is what we ought to be talking
about in the Senate. This is what
America is about, not about helping
the few at the top who already have
too much but by helping those who
have been discriminated against for so

many years, shoved into nursing
homes, into dark corners, discrimi-
nated against in every aspect of their
lives, people with disabilities, and how
we as a society came together 10 years
ago, Republicans and Democrats, in a
bipartisan fashion to say we are going
to end this kind of discrimination once
and for all.

That was one of the great bipartisan
victories I have seen in my 24 years in
the Congress. These are the kinds of
things we ought to be debating and
doing.

I take this time to encourage these
stories to be sent in, so when July 26
rolls around and we celebrate the 10th
anniversary of the Americans with Dis-
abilities Act, we will have personal sto-
ries about how it has helped people
from all over the country.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise
today in strong support of the motion
to proceed to H.R. 8, the Death Tax
Elimination Act of 2000. While this leg-
islation has long been one of my prior-
ities as chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Small Business, it is of crit-
ical concern to a sector of the United
States economy that employs more
than 27.5 million people, generates over
$3.6 million in sales, and has grown by
103 percent in the past four years. That
sector is women-owned businesses.

As one of the fastest growing seg-
ments of the economy, women-owned
small businesses are essential to Amer-
ica’s future prosperity. In recognition
of this growth and their contribution
to our economic life, I led a bipartisan
group of policy makers last month to
convene the National Women’s Small
Business Summit, New Leaders for a
New Century, in Kansas City, Missouri.
With the support of Senators KERRY,
FEINSTEIN, HUTCHISON, SNOWE, and
LANDRIEU, we set out, through this
summit, to listen to women-owned
small-business owners. Our goal was to
elicit their views, concerns, and policy
recommendations on the obstacles that
women entrepreneurs face every day as
they strive to run successful busi-
nesses.

One issue that we heard loud and
clear was that the ‘‘death tax’’ has to
go. In fact, repeal of the estate tax was
the number one tax priority identified
by the summit participants. So it is
particularly timely that the Senate is
considering this crucial legislation
that will eliminate a tax that discour-
ages hard work and innovation rather
than encouraging and rewarding it.

Mr. President, I believe we can now
agree on both sides of the aisle that the
estate tax is highly detrimental to
small and family-owned businesses and
farms in this country. Indeed, accord-
ing to recent findings, the estates of
self-employed Americans are four
times more likely to be subject to the
estate tax than Americans who work
for someone else. In addition, because
owners of small businesses do not know
when they will owe the estate tax or,
consequently, how much they will owe,
the tax exacts excessively high compli-
ance costs.
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For example a June 1999 survey by

the Center for the Study of Taxation
found that eight of ten family-owned
business reported taking steps, such as
estate planning, to minimize the effect
of this tax. Moreover, the Upstate New
York survey revealed that the average
spending on estate planning was al-
most $125,000 per business. Similarly, a
survey by the National Association of
Women Business owners found that the
estate tax imposed almost $60,000 in es-
tate-tax-related costs on women busi-
ness owners.

These costs translate into thousands
of dollars of valuable capital that
women-owned businesses are pouring
down the drain simply to ensure that
the estate tax does not become the
grim reaper for their businesses. And if
anyone thinks that wasting these funds
is not important, they should note
carefully that access to capital was the
second most pressing issue area identi-
fied at the National Women’s Small
Business Summit.

Mr. President, compliance costs per-
taining to the death tax also directly
affect the availability of jobs. In the
Upstate New York survey, an esti-
mated 14 jobs per business have been
lost because of the cost of Federal es-
tate-tax planning to those same busi-
nesses. A study by Douglas Holtz-
Eakin found that the estate tax caused
an annual 3 percent reduction in de-
sired hiring by sole proprietors. A 1995
Gallup poll also found that three out of
five businesses would add more jobs
over the coming year if the estate tax
were eliminated.

If nothing else, this legislation boils
down to one simple issue—jobs! Small
businesses are the top job creator in
this country, and the death tax is send-
ing those jobs to the grave. Existing
businesses are not hiring as many
workers because of estate-planning
costs, and when the owner dies, this
tax can cause the business to be liq-
uidated just to pay the government.
And when those doors close, they close
hard and fast on the jobs that the busi-
ness provided in our local commu-
nities. That is a reality we simply can-
not ignore or allow to be concealed by
erroneous claims that repealing the
death tax is just a tax cut for ‘‘the
rich.’’

Mr. President, the cost of the estate
tax is high not only for small business
owners, but for those seeking employ-
ment and for the overall economy. It is
time that those costs are eliminated by
repealing the estate tax once and for
all. I urge my colleagues to support the
motion to proceed and the underlying
legislation for the continued success of
America’s women-owned businesses
and the jobs they create.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, the estate tax better known
as the ‘‘death tax’’ is an onerous tax
that should be eliminated. A recent
poll revealed that 77 percent of the vot-
ers believe that the tax is unfair.

This tax is slowly destroying family
businesses by slowing growth. And it’s

unfair that families who have worked
their entire lives to build a successful
family farm or business should be pe-
nalized.

Individuals who look forward to leav-
ing something behind for their children
should not be punished by confiscatory,
anti-family taxes.

In fact, after years or even genera-
tions, children are often forced to sell
the family farm or business just to pay
the tax. This is both unfair and uncon-
scionable.

However, not only is it the children
who must suffer the loss of the family
business, but the workers and their
children who suffer when they lose
their job because the business they’ve
been working at is liquidated to pay
the death tax.

But it doesn’t stop there. The local
community, particularly small towns
suffers as well because their customers
can no longer afford to buy their prod-
ucts after having lost their job.

The estate tax is outdated, it raises
little money, and it imposes a large
cost on the economy.

In 1999 the estate tax generated
about $24 billion. However, it is esti-
mated that administrative costs to en-
force the tax are over $36 billion.

A recent analysis by the Heritage
Foundation, found that the U.S. econ-
omy would average nearly $11 billion
per year in additional output.

The National Association of Manu-
facturers states that 40 percent of its
members had spent more than $100,000
on attorney and consultant fees related
to death tax planning. In addition 3 out
of 5 members pay at least $25,000 a year
to prepare for the death tax.

A 1998 study by the Joint Economic
Committee found that if the death tax
was repealed, as many as 240,000 jobs
would be created and Americans would
have an additional $24.4 billion in dis-
posable personal income.

A February 2000 study by the Na-
tional Assoc. of Women found that the
death tax has a negative impact on fe-
male entrepreneurs.

According to the study, business
owners found that female entre-
preneurs spent on average nearly
$60,000 on death-tax planning.

Some have argued that it is the rich
who benefit from eliminating this tax.
Mr. President, the wealthy and power-
ful, including many in this body, who
can afford high priced legal and finan-
cial advise to avoid the taxes.

Therefore, who’s left holding the bag
but the middle-class.

This tax is unfair and it is anti-fam-
ily. We must repeal this tax now. Mr.
President, I urge passage of this legis-
lation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we have
to conclude by 11:30. If Senator LAU-
TENBERG is prepared to take his time
now, then we will pick up the remain-
der with the last speaker.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
may I ask what the parliamentary sit-
uation is regarding the time alloca-
tion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator was allotted the remainder of the
Democratic time, which is 15 minutes.

The Senator from New Jersey.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,

we are going to take a couple of min-
utes to develop our opposition com-
ments regarding the elimination of the
inheritance tax. The repeal of it is an
interesting prospect but not one that
has much merit. My strong opposition
to the ultimate repeal of the inherit-
ance tax will be obvious with my com-
ments.

This legislation would provide a huge
windfall to a handful of very wealthy
individuals at the direct expense of or-
dinary, hard-working Americans.

Without meaning to brag, I had a
successful business operation before I
came here. I was chairman and CEO of
a very large company with over 16,000
employees, a company that I began
with two other fellows from my home
city of Paterson, NJ—a mill town with
a great industrial past, at the time I
was growing up there, but with a dis-
mal current situation—the three of us,
by dint of hard work. My parents and
the parents of the two brothers with
whom I was associated were all immi-
grants. My parents were brought as in-
fants by my grandparents, and my col-
leagues’ parents came at a later date
and time in their lives. We were poor.

I just retraced these roots with a
newspaper because I am in the process
of ending my Senate career come Janu-
ary 2001. We were very successful. That
company we started without anything
today employs 33,000 people. It is one of
America’s leading examples of what
happens when there is hard work and
initiative and there is creativity in
this great country of ours.

I am one of those people who will fit
in the 2 percent who are going to be
principally affected by the reduction
and ultimate elimination of the inher-
itance tax. I have four children. I am a
proud grandfather. I have seven grand-
children, the oldest of whom is 6.

When I am called upon to ascend to a
different place, there is going to be an
estate. My children have never said to
me: Dad, you have to get rid of the in-
heritance tax, or, Dad, make sure we
are well taken care of. They have had
a decent life.

I stand here to say, yes, my estate is
going to pay a lot of tax when I go, a
lot of tax. It is OK; it is all right with
me. It has to be all right with my chil-
dren.

Talking about the three of us who
ran the company ADP, we succeeded in
this country not just because we were
willing to work hard and we had some
smarts and we did the right thing. We
were made successful because of the re-
sources available in this country. We
were made successful because lots of
people who struggled to make a living
and support their families did the work
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they had to. We were made successful
because this great land in which we
live provided the opportunity.

We could be just as clever and just as
hard working in lots of other places
around the world, but we never could
have accumulated the resources we
had. Neither could Mr. Gates or the
other people now almost legendary
multibillionaires. They couldn’t have
done it without lots of little people,
lots of people doing the scut work,
doing the hard labor, or using their
brains that were developed by invest-
ments through our society, through
this Government, helping to develop
schools that would cultivate the think-
ing and the creativity that went into
making their contribution. A lot of
them, as was true in my own company,
got rewarded, but they were not in the
$20 million estate group or even higher.
They weren’t in the number 374 with an
average amount of assets of $52 mil-
lion.

They are not in that group. The
group isn’t very large, but it is very
powerful. This group is very powerful.
When they speak, everybody here lis-
tens—just about. They hear from the
leaders of these companies. They hear
from the people who bought the boats,
the private yachts, and the airplanes.
Now there is almost a contest within
our society—and I know some of these
folks—about who can build the biggest
yacht. They are up to over 300 feet now.
That is the largest private yacht sail-
ing the seas. It has a crew of almost 50
people. I don’t know what is going to
happen to that man’s estate, but I
don’t think he deserves to have that es-
tate protected without acknowledging
the fact that he owes something back
to this society. He has an obligation—
his estate has an obligation to make
sure something remains so there can be
other entrepreneurs, business leaders,
scientists, and physicians created, to
make sure this country is able to carry
on.

Part of what is in the basic ethic of
this Nation of ours—and it goes back
to its founding days—is hard work; do
your share. I used to hear in my house-
hold from my grandmother that you
had to ‘‘leave something over for those
who need help.’’ You could not just
take it and walk away. What is going
to happen to that work ethic?

Bill Gates is worth, they say, some-
where around $100 billion. I don’t know
him personally, but I hear he is a real
good guy, very philanthropic. He gives
away a lot of money to very noble
causes. But if he chose to say, look, my
estate will pay the 55-percent tax, that
will leave, by my calculation, $40 bil-
lion or $60 billion to be divided among
his children. I don’t hold him out to be
evil or the devil. I use the arithmetic
description to try to make the point; it
is to make the point that we ought to
be very careful.

None of us like taxes. I don’t like
them. But I know they are necessary.
If you want to belong to ‘‘Country Club
America,’’ you have to pay the dues—

especially if you succeed, as only you
can in this country of ours because of
the resources that are here. Some of
them are natural resources. We have a
wonderful location and the ability to
ship goods from our oceans. This is one
incredible place. Boy, are you lucky to
belong to ‘‘Country Club America.’’
But I think it is necessary to pay your
dues. I think it is necessary for me to
pay dues. I think it is necessary for my
estate to pay dues. My estate will be
assessed at the high rate. It is not
going to leave my kids poverty strick-
en, nor is it going to leave the 346
wealthiest people who will leave es-
tates at $52 million poverty stricken.

I don’t even think the heirs to es-
tates of from $10 million to $20 mil-
lion—there are 688 of them and they
will pay $3.7 million in taxes—will be
impoverished. We are looking at es-
tates of from $5 million to $10 million.
There are roughly 1,800 of them. Those
estate taxes will be $1.9 million. That
leaves $4 million to the beneficiaries.
That doesn’t sound like impoverish-
ment.

Look at what the picture is. On this
chart, we have the 374 largest estates.
If the Republican tax plan goes
through, they will save $11.8 million
each. That is just 374 estates. And
roughly 300,000 estates will pay zero es-
tate tax.

Is that fair? That is the question. Is
it fair that we take such good care of
people who have a $50 million estate,
on average? And some are substan-
tially larger. Where is the conscience
here? Roughly, 2 percent of the people
in the country have estates that pay
any tax at all. Out of the 2.3 million,
only 2 percent have any inheritance
tax at all. Most people don’t leave es-
tates that hit inheritance tax levels.
They don’t pay taxes. By the way, all
through this successful person’s life-
time—and some are successful because
they pick the right father—those es-
tates pay a very small portion of the
inheritance tax revenues. But we want
to reduce the portion that they do.

All of the rest of the people in Amer-
ica, the people who work hard and try
to provide for their kids, the people
who try to educate their children so
they can go on and succeed in their
own right, they don’t pay any estate
tax because before you must pay estate
taxes, you have quite a hurdle to get
over.

Also, for the benefit of those consid-
ering this, let’s remember that if it is
a husband and a wife in a family, that
family can give $20,000 a year to each
child. If they have three kids, they can
give $60,000 to those kids. The wealthy
people we are talking about can do
that. They can give $60,000 to those
children, and if it is a 20-year lifetime,
you are talking about $1.2 million that
you can give away absolutely tax free.
You can do that to lots of people. They
don’t have to be your kids. They can be
your friends, your neighbors, or distant
relatives. You can give a lot of money
away in a lifetime. Then you get a $1.3

million exemption before you start
paying any tax at all. So we are look-
ing at a tax that is not fair.

This Nation has its taxes structured
on the basis of graduated incomes, and
you pay higher taxes. We have had tax
reductions. Now, capital gains is 20 per-
cent. The maximum rate we have on
income is 39 percent. I am always will-
ing to look at ways to reduce that.

Frankly, I think maybe one of the
things we ought to consider—and I
haven’t run the costs on it—is to say
that for people over 65 we even start re-
ducing that 20 percent. Maybe by the
time somebody is 70, there would be no
capital gains tax, and maybe that will
stimulate their investments into the
economy and charities—the amount of
money given philanthropically—be-
cause there is a pebble in the shoe, and
also a generosity of spirit. Some people
say they would rather give it to a uni-
versity, a hospital, or a library, than
just leave it out there to be taxed.
That is a good idea. I know very few
people who have these big fortunes who
don’t do a lot philanthropically. I also
know some people who are in the
multibillions of dollars worth of es-
tates who have said they are not going
to leave anything to their kids, that
they will have given them their head
start in a lifetime.

I see that the Chair is poised to
strike the gavel. I thank you for the
time I have had. I hope we are mindful
of the public reaction. Taking care of
the rich is not an obligation in which
we have to specialize.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, on this
side, I believe we have 17 minutes re-
maining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). There are 16 minutes 35
seconds remaining.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I yield
the remaining time to both Senators
from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas, Mrs. HUTCHISON, is
recognized.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
rise today to speak in favor of this bill.
There is no question that what the
Senator from New Jersey has just said
has some resonance when you talk
about paying dues to society. But this
is not money that has never been taxed
before. This is money that was taxed
when it was earned. It is money that
was taxed when it was invested. It has
been taxed and taxed and taxed. Who
could say that an average family who
now pays 40 percent of their income in
taxes is not giving back enough to soci-
ety?

On top of all of the taxes they paid
on this money, now we are saying we
want to change the American dream,
which has always been to come to our
country—come to America where you
have the freedom to work as hard as
you want to work, do as well as you
want to do, and give your kids a better
chance than you have. That is what the
American dream has always been.
Those who are against this tax are say-
ing: No, no. That is not the American
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dream anymore. What we are saying in
America is come to America and you
can be this successful, and as long as
you don’t go beyond this, it is OK.

We should not put boundaries on suc-
cess in America. That built our coun-
try. Hard work of people who are
judged on what they are and not on
who their grandparents were is what
has built this country.

The estate tax takes away part of the
incentive for people who work so hard
to give their kids a better chance than
they had.

It hurts small business. Seventy per-
cent of all family-owned businesses do
not survive through the second genera-
tion, and 87 percent don’t make it to
the third generation. That affects the
small business itself, but it affects a
lot of people who have jobs in those
small businesses. It is the little people
who are getting hurt because they
don’t have jobs anymore.

I have read stories where the main
employer in a small town had a family-
owned business and could not make it
because they had to sell the assets of
the business in order to pay inherit-
ance taxes.

Among a survey of black-owned en-
terprises, nearly one-third say their
heirs will have to sell the businesses to
pay the death tax, and more than 80
percent report they do not have suffi-
cient assets to pay the death tax. In
fact, the president and CEO of the Na-
tional Black Chamber of Commerce has
written a letter in support of this bill
because he says the total net worth of
African Americans is only 1.2 percent
versus 14 percent of the population.

The CEO of the National Black
Chamber of Commerce supports the bill
before us today. He said African Ameri-
cans have been stuck at 1.2 percent of
the total net worth of this country
since the end of the Civil War in 1865,
and that getting rid of the death tax
will start to create a new legacy and
begin a cycle of wealth building for
blacks in this country.

The U.S. Hispanic Chamber of Com-
merce supports the bill before us today.
They write: When one family loses its
business due to the unfair estate tax,
which really is a death tax, the face of
an entire community changes. Employ-
ers become ex-employers. The economy
suffers and a thriving self-supporting
group of individuals vanish.

This is a gut issue for small busi-
nesses in our country.

The reason is that the assets of a
small business are not readily sellable.
The assets of a farm and a ranch are of-
tentimes valued at much more than
their actual productivity. So if they
have to have a valuation that puts
them in the category of needing to pay
an estate tax, they have no choice;
they have to sell the land in order to
pay that tax.

It is not right. It is not perpetuating
the American dream.

Let me talk about conservation and
the effect of the death tax on conserva-
tion. This is an article published in the

Dallas Morning News, written by David
Langford of San Antonio, the executive
vice president of the Texas Wildlife As-
sociation. He says it so much better
than I ever could.

Since 1851, my family has worked the land
in the Texas Hill Country. Through the ups
and downs of the past 148 years, we have run
flour mills, farmed, ranched and offered
hunting and fishing opportunities.

Our land also serves as a habitat for many
species of birds, including two endangered
migratory songbirds—the golden-cheeked
warbler and the black-capped vireo. As a re-
sult, my family and I consider ourselves
stewards of precious natural resources.

But as is the case for much of the wildlife
habitat in this country, the estate tax
threatens to tear it apart. The need to pay
large estate tax bills often forces families to
sell or develop environmentally sensitive
land. The estate tax is the No. 1 destroyer of
wildlife habitat in this country.

Although we have managed to hold our
land together, it hasn’t been easy. Before my
mother died in 1993, we did everything we
could to protect our family’s land. Like mil-
lions of other family businesses, we paid ac-
countants, tax attorneys and estate planners
to help manage our assets in ways to avoid
the tax, but it still came to this.

In order to pay the estate taxes and keep
the land together when my mother died, we
had to sell almost everything she owned, in-
cluding her home. My wife and I had to sell
nearly everything we owned, including our
home, and move into a two-bedroom condo-
minium. We also had to borrow money for 35
years from the Federal Land Bank.

Because the value of the land has increased
since 1993, if we were killed in a car accident
tomorrow, my children would owe more in-
heritance taxes than the amount I originally
had to borrow to pay mine. But that isn’t the
end of the story. Not only would they pay
more taxes than me, but they still would in-
herit my 35-year note that they would have
to continue to pay.

Could my children then keep the land? The
short answer is no. It probably would become
a subdivision.

Mr. President, these are people whom
I hear the other side keep calling
‘‘rich,’’ needing to pay their debt to so-
ciety. These are people who care so
much about the land that has been in
their families since 1851 that they now
live in a two-bedroom condominium to
keep that land together.

That is not the American way. That
is not right in this country. It is not
good for the environment. It is not
good for conservation. It is not good
for small businesses that create jobs.
And it doesn’t produce 1 percent of the
revenue of this country.

It sends a powerful message that you
can only succeed in America this
much, and if you have this much, we
will take part of what you have worked
so hard to earn, what your parents and
grandparents may have worked so hard
to give you, and we are going to say,
I’m sorry, you’ve done too much.

Mr. President, that is not the Amer-
ican dream. I agree with the U.S. His-
panic Chamber of Commerce; I agree
with the U.S. Black Chamber of Com-
merce. They want the opportunity for
their members to create a stability
through the generations for their fami-
lies. I stand with the people who want
to keep their land together, to keep a

tradition in their families. That is the
American way. I hope we will send this
bill to the President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, this has
been a great debate. I count myself
privileged to have the opportunity to
close it.

I am proud of my colleague from
Texas. If Members were not moved by
the story the Senator portrayed, of
people being forced to sacrifice their
homes to keep their family farm to-
gether, then they don’t have a heart
and they don’t care about the values
that at least I consider to be the
underpinnings of America.

No issue better defines the difference
between the two great political parties
than this issue. I am prepared to have
every election in American history de-
termined on this issue and this issue
alone. The issue is very simple. People
work their whole lives, they pay taxes
on every dollar they earn; they scrimp,
they save, they sacrifice, and they
build up a business or they build up a
family farm, and, when they die, they
pass that business or that farm on to
their children. In fact, that is the rea-
son many people work and sacrifice.

My mama didn’t graduate from high
school, but she had a dream I was going
to college. She sacrificed her whole life
to achieve that dream. We don’t be-
lieve that, when people have worked a
lifetime to build up a family farm, or
family business, or family assets, that
their children ought to have to sell off
their parents’ life’s work to give the
Government up to 55 cents out of every
dollar of everything they have accumu-
lated in their lives. We think it is fun-
damentally wrong. We think it is un-
American. And we believe it ought to
end.

When we cut through all the political
rhetoric of everything our Democrat
colleagues have said in this debate,
their reasons for opposing repeal of the
death tax come down to two argu-
ments. The first argument is, force
people to sell off that family business,
force them to sell that family farm,
force them to sell off the lifework of
their parents because Government can
spend the money better.

We reject that. We believe that is a
clear indication that somehow the op-
ponents of repeal don’t understand
what America is really about. Those of
us who favor repeal of the death tax
don’t believe Government can spend
that money better. And we don’t think
it is right to take it from the people
who built those assets up.

The second argument our Democrat
colleagues make in opposition to re-
pealing the death tax is that repeal
would help rich people. When we reduce
this argument down, it is an argument
that the Government ought to level
families, that somehow if a person were
born in a family that owned a family
business or family farm, that is not
fair—the fact that your parents sac-
rificed and worked and scrimped to
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build it, it is still not fair for you have
it, and at least part of it ought to be
taken away from you.

Let me explain why I reject this
logic. First of all, the only thing I have
ever been bequeathed or expect to be
bequeathed was, when my
grandmama’s brother, my great uncle
Bill, died, he left me a cardboard suit-
case full of sports clippings. Had it
been baseball cards, I would be a rich
man today.

The family of our agriculture com-
missioner in Texas, a lady named
Susan Combs, owned a ranch that had
been in the family for four generations.
When her father died, she was forced to
sell off part of that ranch to pay death
taxes. Now our Democrat colleagues
would have us believe that is good be-
cause that levels society.

How did it help me? How did making
Susan Combs sell off ranchland that
her family had owned for four genera-
tions help me because my family didn’t
own a ranch or didn’t own a business?
I cannot see how I was helped, or how
my children are helped. How does tear-
ing down one family help build up an-
other? How does destroying the life
dream of one family build a life dream
for another family? We do not believe
it does. We think this is fundamentally
wrong.

Granted, some rich people may ben-
efit. But so will a lot more people who
are not rich. I do not have any inherent
objection to people being rich. If they
didn’t steal the money, if they worked
hard for it, if they created jobs for peo-
ple from families like I am from and
they benefited from it, that is what
America is about. I do not have a hate
for rich people. I do not understand our
Democrat colleagues who say they love
capitalism but seem to hate capital-
ists, who claim to love progress but ap-
pear to harbor a distaste for the people
who create it. We do not believe we can
build up America by tearing down fam-
ilies. We believe we can build up Amer-
ica by giving people a chance to com-
pete and use their God-given talents.
But we don’t want people to have to
sell off their farm or sell off their busi-
ness to give Government a new tax on
money that has already been taxed. We
do not think death ought to be a tax-
able event.

I congratulate those who have been
involved in this debate. I think it is a
good debate. I think it is a debate that
defines what we stand for and what our
Democrat colleagues stand for. We be-
lieve when you work a lifetime to build
up a business or a family farm, it ought
to be yours for keeps. If we are success-
ful, we are going to kill the death tax—
yes, you will still have to pay taxes on
any gain if the business or farm is
sold—but when you build up a family
farm or build up a family business, it is
yours for keeps. When you die, the peo-
ple you built it for, your children, are
going to get it. If you want to give it
away, if you want to donate it to Texas
A&M, that is God’s work; or if you
want to contribute it to trying to cure

cancer, but you ought to get to decide
how it is disposed of, not the Federal
Government, not some bureaucrat at
the IRS, and not some politician in
Congress. That is what this debate is
about. It is an important debate. I urge
my colleagues, when we cast our votes
on this bill, to vote to kill the death
tax.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 8

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to H.R. 8 at the conclusion of morning
votes on Thursday and it be considered
under the following agreement:

That there be up to 10 amendments
for each leader, with one of the 10
amendments for the minority leader
described as the ‘‘Democratic alter-
native’’;

That no more than 20 amendments be
in order, they be first-degree amend-
ments only and limited to 40 minutes
equally divided in the usual form, with
the exception of the Democratic alter-
native, which would be limited to 2
hours equally divided, and an addi-
tional 90 minutes for each leader to be
used at their discretion.

I further ask unanimous consent that
following disposition of the amend-
ments, the bill be advanced to third
reading and passage occur, all without
any intervening action or debate.

I finally ask unanimous consent that
either leader be able to make this
agreement null and void at any time
during the consideration of this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this has

been very delicately developed with a
lot of careful consideration and very
aggressive work with our colleagues on
both sides of the aisle. I know Senator
DASCHLE has Senators who have tax
amendments they would like to offer.

I should emphasis that this is not the
last effort to try to make our Tax Code
fairer this year. We will have the rec-
onciliation bill that will involve mar-
riage penalty tax elimination, and ob-
viously tax amendments would be of-
fered in that area. We still have legis-
lation that would eliminate the Span-
ish American telephone tax, which we
probably can’t get to until the first of
September. But it is something we
should eliminate. Obviously, there will
be an opportunity for additional tax-re-
lated amendments to be offered to
these two.

There may be a number of amend-
ments on both sides that Senators
would like to offer that maybe cannot
be included in this type of agreement.
But this is not the last train out of
Dodge, thank goodness. We will have
other opportunities to develop a fairer
Tax Code, and Senators will have an
opportunity on both sides to offer
amendments.

I thank Senator DASCHLE for his ef-
fort. I did not want us to just get to a

cloture vote which might or might not
pass. But if it failed, we would get no
result.

I think the death tax needs to be
eliminated. It needs to be phased out.
There may be some modifications in
the bill as we go forward. But a result
is what we should always seek for the
American people—not just a show vote.
This could get us to that point.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Democratic leader.
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, while

the majority leader and I have pro-
found differences of opinion with re-
gard to the estate tax and what to do
with estate tax policy, I have been very
appreciative of his willingness to work
with us to accommodate the oppor-
tunity for Senators to offer amend-
ments, which is what this agreement
will allow.

This is a fair agreement. This isn’t
everything that our caucus or our col-
leagues have indicated they would like.
There are far more amendments than
this agreement will allow. But I under-
score a comment just made by the ma-
jority leader. This is not going to be
the last word on tax policy in this ses-
sion of Congress. There will be other
opportunities. I will do my utmost to
accommodate Senators who have
amendments they want to offer, if they
are not going to be offered as part of
this agreement.

I thank all of my caucus for their
willingness to accommodate this agree-
ment and for the opportunity to work
through a very difficult set of proce-
dural circumstances. This is far better
than the old way that we were likely to
be subscribing to, which is a cloture
vote denying amendments of any kind,
and maybe even denying an ultimate
result. This will allow an ultimate re-
sult.

I hope we can have a good debate. I
hope we can deal with these issues in a
way that will afford us a real oppor-
tunity to consider alternatives. I think
this agreement allows that.

I appreciate very much the majority
leader’s willingness to work with us. I
appreciate especially the indulgence
and the cooperation of all members of
the Democratic caucus.

I yield the floor.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 3185

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 2549, and
proceed to vote in relation to the pend-
ing amendment, No. 3185.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment. The yeas and nays have
been ordered. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS) and the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. GREGG) are necessarily
absent.
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Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber who desire to vote?

The result was announced, yeas 86,
nays 11, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 174 Leg.]
YEAS—86

Abraham
Akaka
Allard
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bryan
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee, L.
Cleland
Cochran
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards

Enzi
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln

Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Nickles
Reed
Reid
Robb
Roberts
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Smith (OR)
Stevens
Thomas
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—11

Bunning
Collins
DeWine
Feingold

Kyl
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)

Snowe
Specter
Thompson

NOT VOTING—3

Dodd Gregg Helms

The amendment (No. 3185) was agreed
to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, in the
presence of the assistant Democratic
leader, I ask unanimous consent that,
with the exception of the Byrd amend-
ment on bilateral trade, which will be
disposed of this evening, votes occur on
the other amendments listed in that
order beginning at 9:30 a.m. on Thurs-
day, July 13, 2000.

I further ask unanimous consent
that, upon final passage of H.R. 4205,
the Senate amendment, be printed as
passed.

I further ask unanimous consent
that, following disposition of H.R. 4205
and the appointment of conferees the
Senate proceed immediately to the
consideration en bloc of S. 2550, S. 2551,
and S. 2552, Calendar Order Nos. 544,
545, and 546; that all after the enacting
clause of these bills be stricken and
that the appropriate portion of S. 2549,
as amended, be inserted in lieu thereof,
as follows:

S. 2550: Insert Division A of S. 2549, as
passed;

S. 2551: Insert Division B of S. 2549, as
passed;

S. 2552: Insert Division C of S. 2549, as
passed; that these bills be advanced to

third reading and passed; that the mo-
tion to reconsider en bloc be laid upon
the table; and that the above actions
occur without intervening action or de-
bate.

Finally, I ask unanimous consent
with respect to S. 2549, S. 2550, S. 2551,
and S. 2552, as just passed by the Sen-
ate, that if the Senate receives a mes-
sage with respect to any of these bills
from the House of Representatives, the
Senate disagree with the House on its
amendment or amendments to the Sen-
ate-passed bill and agree to or request
a conference, as appropriate, with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two houses; that the Chair be author-
ized to appoint conferees; and that the
foregoing occur without any inter-
vening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, it is my further understanding
that there are remaining four votes
that are going to be needed, and they
are on amendments by Senators FEIN-
GOLD, DURBIN, HARKIN, and KERRY of
Massachusetts.

Mr. GORTON. I believe the Senator is
correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2001
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate will resume consideration of the In-
terior appropriations bill, which the
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 4578) making appropriations

for the Department of Interior and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes.

Pending:
Wellstone amendment No. 3772, to increase

funding for emergency expenses resulting
from wind storms.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, we are
finally back on the appropriations bill
for the Department of the Interior. We
will be on it from now until 6:30 this
evening, when I understand we go back
to the Defense authorization bill.

We have made some very real
progress in the last 24 hours in the
sense that we have a finite list of
amendments that can be brought up on
this bill. The difficulty is that, as I
count them, there are 112 of those
amendments that are in order at this
point. The distinguished Senator from
West Virginia and I both hope and be-
lieve that many of them will not be
brought up, but this is notification to
Members that if they are interested in
having their amendments discussed, if
they want to get the views of the man-
agers of the bill on those amendments,
they should be prompt. We want to
hear from everyone this afternoon be-
cause we want to finish the bill today
or, more likely, tomorrow.

One amendment that is ready to go is
the amendment proposed by the senior
Senator from Minnesota, together with
the junior Senator from Minnesota,
that is technically, I believe, the busi-
ness of the Senate at the present time.
I now see both Senators from Min-
nesota here, prepared to deal with that
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

AMENDMENT NO. 3772

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the
pending order of business is amend-
ment No. 3772. I can be very brief.

First, I thank my colleague, Senator
GRAMS, for joining me in this effort.
We have two amendments, I believe. I
say to my colleague from Minnesota, I
also join him in his effort.

We are both focused on the same
question: a storm that happens about
once every thousand years, a massive
blowdown in northern Minnesota. We
are both committed to helping get to
the Forest Service the necessary re-
sources to deal with the massive blow-
down. There is a lot of important work
to be done. This storm has been a
nightmare for our State. One very posi-
tive outcome of the storm is the way in
which the people in Minnesota have
come together.

I thank Senator GORTON and Senator
BYRD for accepting this amendment. It
would restore about $7.2 million needed
in emergency funding. It is critically
important, and I thank my colleagues
for their support. People in northern
Minnesota will appreciate their sup-
port as well.

I say to Senator GRAMS, I have to
leave the floor soon, but I also support
the amendment he is introducing. I
have another engagement. I am proud
to be a cosponsor on that amendment
with my colleague.

It is my understanding this amend-
ment will be approved. I wonder wheth-
er we could now voice vote it.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I think
we want to let the other Senator from
Minnesota speak.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
am sorry.

Mr. GORTON. The managers are pre-
pared to accept the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I join
with Senator WELLSTONE to speak
about the urgent need for cleanup and
fire threat reduction funding in north-
ern Minnesota. I first want to thank
Senator GORTON for his willingness to
work with me on this crucial issue for
our state.

As many of my colleagues know, I’ve
been working with my colleagues in
the Senate, including Senator
WELLSTONE, Senator GORTON and Sen-
ator STEVENS, for months to ensure
that this crucial funding would be
available for the Superior and Chip-
pewa National Forests. I’ve made my
request repeatedly, in both letters and
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in conversations with the Appropria-
tions Committee and the Senate Lead-
ership. My colleagues on the Appro-
priations Committee gave me their as-
surance that the needs of Minnesota
would be met.

I just returned from hearing over five
hours of testimony in northern Min-
nesota on last year’s storm and its dra-
matic aftermath. Regardless of polit-
ical affiliation or the specific interests
of those testifying, everyone agreed
that the most crucial need in northern
Minnesota was the reduction of the tre-
mendous amount of downed timber
scattered across the Superior National
Forest and the Boundary Waters Canoe
Area Wilderness. Right now, there are
over 450,000 forested acres in northern
Minnesota upon which lie millions of
broken, dead or dying trees. Right now,
those downed trees pose a fire threat
that the Forest Service cannot model.
If they’re not first burned in a cata-
strophic fire, many of those trees will
become ridden with disease, creating
another threat for nearby forested
areas that weren’t impacted by the
storm.

While much of the area most im-
pacted by this storm lies within a fed-
erally designated wilderness area, the
region is also known for its many
homes and resorts and for the diversity
of recreational activity it offers. Most
importantly for those of us who rep-
resent the area is the protection of the
lives and property of those who live in
and visit this wonderful area of Min-
nesota. That’s why I’ve insisted that
there’s an immediate need to reduce
the threat of catastrophic fire and pro-
vide the Forest Service with the fund-
ing it needs to conduct cleanup and fire
threat mitigation efforts.

I want to take a moment to address
the process through which we arrived
at this point. As I said earlier, I’ve
been working with the Appropriations
Committee for a number of months to
secure this important funding. I first
wrote to Senator STEVENS on March
15th seeking emergency funding in a
supplemental appropriations bill for
cleanup activities this year. I then
wrote to Senator GORTON on April 12
asking that he include $9.249 million in
emergency funding to address the
pressing needs of the Superior and
Chippewa National Forests. When the
Agriculture Appropriations bill passed
through the Appropriations Com-
mittee, I was pleased that my request
had been approved and would soon be
before the full Senate. And finally,
when the Military Construction Con-
ference Report was brought out of com-
mittee, we were successful in getting a
$2 million down payment on the $9.249
million and a commitment that the re-
mainder would soon follow in either
the Interior bill or in the Agriculture
bill. As I said earlier, the agreement
reached today between Senators GOR-
TON, BYRD, WELLSTONE and me fulfills
the commitment I received almost two
weeks ago.

There have, however, been some sug-
gestions that the funding we’re dis-

cussing today had been approved in the
House of Representatives and then
stripped out by the Senate. However,
the House has never passed a single
dime in emergency funding for north-
ern Minnesota. I would also like to ad-
dress claims that the Senate had some-
how stripped this money out and ig-
nored the needs of northern Minnesota.
I’ve been in almost constant contact
over the past few months with the Sen-
ate Leadership and with the Appropria-
tions Committee. I have been assured
repeatedly that this money will be
available for Minnesota and that the
pressing needs in this region of my
State would be met no later than on
the Agriculture Appropriations bill and
hopefully on this bill. I’m grateful that
now those needs will be met, consistent
with the previous assurances I had re-
ceived.

I would also like to mention that this
is not the end, but the beginning of our
efforts to ensure the safety and well-
being of the people who live in or visit
northeastern Minnesota. Reducing the
threat of fire, protecting human life
and property, and ensuring the contin-
ued economic viability of this region of
our State should be our number one
priority. I intend to see to it that those
concerns are addressed by the Federal
Government in the coming weeks,
months, and years.

To that end, I intend to secure,
through an amendment I have already
filed, additional funding of $6.947 mil-
lion for blow-down recovery and fire
threat reduction efforts in northern
Minnesota for fiscal year 2001.

As, again, Senator WELLSTONE men-
tioned, he is joining me on this amend-
ment as well in support of this request.
This money will provide the Forest
Service in northern Minnesota with the
funding they need in the coming fiscal
year so that they can continue the
cleanup efforts beyond October of this
year. This is a massive cleanup effort
that will cost millions of dollars and
will continue for years past fiscal year
2001. I hope we can reach agreement
with Senator GORTON and Senator
BYRD to accept this important amend-
ment as soon as possible.

Again, I thank Senator GORTON, Sen-
ator STEVENS, the staff of the Appro-
priations Committee, and Senator
WELLSTONE for working with me for so
many months to secure the funding
needed to protect the lives and the
property of the people of northern Min-
nesota.

I yield the floor.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I

ask my colleague from Washington
whether we can voice vote my amend-
ment.

Mr. GORTON. I believe we are ready
to take a voice vote on this amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 3772) was agreed
to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Washington
and my colleague from Minnesota for
their help.

Mr. GORTON. We are working with
the two Senators from Minnesota on a
follow-on amendment. I hope we will be
in a position to accept that relatively
quickly.

Mr. President, two amendments were
inadvertently left off the list for con-
sideration. I ask unanimous consent
that Senator THOMAS’ amendment re-
garding a management study be in-
cluded, and Senator LINCOLN’s amend-
ment on black liquor gasification be
included under the agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, we
started with 112 amendments. We have
adopted 1 and added 2, so we are now at
113. With that, the floor is open. I be-
lieve the Senator from Michigan is
here to speak on one of his amend-
ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
to talk with respect to one of the
amendments on that list of 113, one
that I had planned to offer, which
would basically be an amendment that
embodies a bill I introduced, S. 2808,
the purpose of which was to tempo-
rarily suspend the Federal gasoline tax
for 150 days, while holding harmless
the highway trust fund and protecting
the Social Security trust fund.

Obviously, this is not the type of leg-
islation that would normally be
brought on an appropriations bill. I
have traveled throughout the State of
Michigan in recent weeks where we are
confronting gasoline prices that are so
high that the motorists in our State
and people in industries that depend on
the purchase of gasoline and other
fuels are up in arms at a level I don’t
believe I can ever remember.

Whether you are in the Abraham
family, which owns a minivan and pays
$50 to fill up the tank, or whether you
are a family that has multiple
minivans and fills up more than one
tank a week, or whether you are a
farmer who has many needs in the pro-
duction of agricultural commodities
for the use of motor vehicles and other
machines that require oil and fuel, or
whether you are in the automotive in-
dustry that depends on the purchase of
SUVs, light trucks, and other Amer-
ican-made automobiles and motor ve-
hicles, or whether it is the tourism in-
dustry that requires reasonably priced
gasoline in order to make sure that
summer vacation plans are carried
out—and tourism is an economic sector
that remains strong—regardless of
your role in my State, you are very
upset because today the price of gaso-
line in Michigan is almost 75 to 80
cents higher than it was a year ago. In
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fact, this Monday, a national survey of
gasoline prices indicated that in the
city of Detroit, in the metropolitan
area, we have the highest gasoline
prices in America.

Something needs to be done about
this. We have heard Senator MUR-
KOWSKI and others on the Energy Com-
mittee talk about a variety of long-
term strategies, ranging from the de-
velopment of domestic energy, to ad-
dressing alternative energy sources, to
conservation. We have talked a little
bit here about regulations that have
increased the cost of fuel development.
We have talked about it in the Senate
and have heard about issues that range
from whether or not the oil companies
are in some sort of collusive effort and
are gouging the consumers of America.

We have heard all of these things.
But the bottom line is, taking action
in any of those areas will not dramati-
cally change the price of gasoline in
the short run. We may, if we develop
more domestic energy sources, be in a
better position to control production
and supply and, as a consequence,
price. We may, if we address certain
regulations, make it possible to change
the price. But none of that is going to
happen overnight.

In my State and across the Midwest,
and really across the entire country,
people want action sooner, not later.
There is only one thing we can do as a
Congress that will bring action sooner
rather than later with respect to the
price of gasoline, and that is to tempo-
rarily suspend the Federal tax on gaso-
line of 18.4 cents. Overnight, at every
filling station in America and every
gas station, the price of gasoline would
theoretically come down by about 18
cents. Believe me, people will show up
to buy that less expensive gasoline.

In Michigan, just a few days ago, a
gas station, having heard my plea to
suspend the Federal gas tax, reduced
the price of gasoline for 2 hours at that
station in the Detroit metropolitan
area by 18.4 cents. There were lines of
traffic a quarter mile virtually in
every direction to get into that station
because people who had been desperate
to pay less for gasoline had the chance
to do so—for 2 hours at least.

Our State’s economy and the Na-
tion’s economy is being affected by
these high fuel costs. Recently, I con-
ducted a hearing in Warren, MI. We
heard from people in the Michigan ag-
ricultural community who indicated to
us that, according to their estimates—
and, in fact, we heard from a family
farmer himself who said they expect
their net family farm income this year
to be approximately 35 percent lower
than it was projected to be. But we
heard from people in the Michigan
automotive community who indicated
that already they were beginning to
see indications of a shift from the pur-
chase of new vehicles made in America
to the purchase of imported vehicles.

I think many of us remember back
when we had energy problems in the
1970s and we saw a shift away from

American-manufactured vehicles to
foreign imports, and what that did not
just to the economy of Michigan or the
auto industry but its rippling effect
across the entire economy of this
country.

We heard from others as well. We
heard from consumers who came to
that hearing and talked about the im-
pact on their families and the sort of
things they could no longer afford to
do.

It is not only people who came to the
hearing that I heard from. Last week-
end, I was up in Traverse City, MI, to
participate in the annual cherry fes-
tival. I was confronted by a group call-
ing themselves the ‘‘Traverse City Gas
Can Gang.’’ When I was walking in the
parade, they were imploring me, and
virtually all other political figures
present at that parade, to do some-
thing about the gasoline tax because
basically they couldn’t afford the price
of gasoline.

I had a press conference in the city of
Alpena, MI, and a lady senior citizen
attending the press conference told me
she had to walk to the press con-
ference. She was interested in what I
had to say about gas prices. She
walked because she couldn’t afford to
pay for gas in order to drive. She was
not a young constituent. She was an el-
derly senior citizen.

But I am not the only one con-
fronting these kinds of constituents.
These high prices across America are
substantially more than they were a
year ago. The metro Detroit area cur-
rently suffers under the highest gas
prices in the country. Even though the
price has come down from approxi-
mately $2 a gallon, it is still approxi-
mately $1.85 a gallon this week. These
prices are 40 cents a gallon higher than
they were in May of this year. That is
a 27-percent increase in 2 months.

Of course, it is not in Michigan alone.
Across the country people are con-
fronting the same kind of significant
increases. In June of 1999 gas prices in
my State averaged just over $1.13 a gal-
lon in Detroit, $1.17 a gallon through-
out Michigan. One year later, gas
prices were averaging $2.14 a gallon in
Detroit, and just under $2.08 a gallon in
the State of Michigan as a whole. That
is almost a 90-percent rate of inflation
for gas in the State.

As I pointed out, former Soviet Re-
publics don’t suffer inflation this ag-
gravated. Even with the recent slight
drop in gas prices, it is still 56 percent
higher this year than it was 1 year ago.

There are a lot of possible expla-
nations. There are a lot of factors that
have come into play. This Congress and
this Senate have a responsibility to
deal with the long-term issues. But we
also have a responsibility to provide re-
lief in the short term, if we can. That
is what can be accomplished if we were
to temporarily suspend the Federal gas
taxes. Eighteen cents a gallon would
make a big difference to the people in
my State.

This is not insignificant. It is more
than a 10-percent reduction in the price

of regular gasoline. For the typical
one-car or one-minivan family, that
would mean savings of $150 over the
next 5 months. For those who are in
the trucking industry, of course it
would reduce their diesel prices by al-
most 25 cents a gallon. That would
make a huge difference for them in
terms of their bottom line as well.

My proposal is designed to simulta-
neously reduce the price at the pump
and protect the road-funding dollars
that many of our States, including cer-
tainly mine, are counting on from
Washington. We would replenish any
lost revenue to the highway trust fund
at the same time we would suspend the
gas tax.

As you know, we are confronting for
this year as well as for the next year
record high surpluses of non-Social Se-
curity dollars. Our proposed amend-
ment would, in fact, use those non-So-
cial Security surplus dollars to make
sure that highway funding remains
constant.

It is our projection and estimation
that over the next 5 months the sus-
pension of the gas tax would reduce the
highway trust fund by approximately
$6.5 billion. Our amendment would re-
plenish those dollars from the general
fund.

Indeed, the language of our amend-
ment states specifically that nothing
in this subsection may be construed as
authorizing a reduction in the appor-
tionments of the highway trust fund to
the States as a result of the temporary
reduction in rates of tax.

In short, the proposal embodied in
my legislation and in the amendment I
had planned to bring to the Interior
bill would suspend the gas tax and
make sure the highway funds continue
to flow by using non-Social Security
surplus dollars.

When we initially sought to bring
this amendment on the Interior appro-
priations bill, it was unclear what the
Senate schedule would be with respect
to other appropriate legislation where
we might bring this amendment. I am
happy to hear this morning that a
unanimous consent agreement was en-
tered into which will allow us to take
up tomorrow the estate tax—the death
tax—legislation that has been dis-
cussed over the last day and a half, and
that amendments such as this one
would be in order at that time.

Indeed, I have already been in con-
sultation with our leadership as to se-
curing one of those amendment slots to
bring this amendment in the context of
the tax bill, which is clearly a more
preferable vehicle for us to address
these issues. It is my plan to return to
the floor tomorrow when that tax bill
is before us with one of the amend-
ments to be offered on the Republican
side.

Before I leave, I wish to make it very
clear to my colleagues that this is a se-
rious problem—not only in Michigan
but across the country. If we continue
to have to pay gas prices of the level
we are paying today, even though they
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have come down slightly in the last
couple of weeks, it is going to have a
very serious impact on the economy of
this country. It is going to hurt our ag-
ricultural sector, our tourism sector,
our automotive sector, and it will have
a rippling effect across America. That
means it is not only a problem for
somebody who owns a minivan or for
somebody who drives a truck; it is
going to ultimately be a problem for
all of us.

I believe over time a lot of this will
be alleviated as supply and production
increases by Saudi Arabia and others
begin to take effect. But I can’t wait
that long. My constituents can’t wait
that long. We need to do something
sooner, not later.

I believe the one thing that makes
sense to do, that we can afford to do,
that will make a difference imme-
diately, and that will provide the con-
sumers in my State with an oppor-
tunity to be able to afford gasoline—or
at least more easily afford gasoline—is
for us to recognize that we are going to
have a huge surplus this year, a pro-
jected surplus next year, and that a lit-
tle bit of that surplus over the next 5
months can be used to protect the
highway trust fund and give consumers
a break. I believe in doing that.

We will do something that will be im-
mensely supported by the people across
America who have to fill up their tanks
once or twice a week by average work-
ing families in this country for whom a
rise of 63 percent or 90 percent in the
price makes a big difference. I believe
it is an action that we should take. The
last time we voted on it, there were ap-
proximately 43 votes in favor of a gas
tax suspension. But that was before
these prices crested to the level of
today. I believe the Senate should have
one more vote on this. I look forward
to this debate tomorrow.

At this time, I will withdraw from
the list my amendment and allow the
Senator from Washington to continue
with other amendments on this bill. I
thank him for his indulgence. I look
forward to debating this issue tomor-
row.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am

grateful to the Senator from Michigan
on two fronts: One, that we will not
have to deal with the amendment on
this bill—at least not on the subject of
the bill itself—and substantively for
bringing up a vitally important issue;
and for his dedication, which I am cer-
tain was key to giving him the ability
to bring this amendment to the floor of
the Senate on a bill for which it is rel-
evant and in a way that Members of
the Senate will be able to vote on it. I
wish him good fortune in that quest.
His case was persuasively stated.

AMENDMENT NO. 3773

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 3773.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Washington (Mr. GOR-
TON) proposes an amendment numbered 3773.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 167, line 15 of the bill, insert the

number ‘‘0’’ between the numbers ‘‘1’’ and
‘‘5’’.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this is a
technical amendment. It is to correct
an improper citation to public law ref-
erenced in the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3773) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3801

(Purpose: To approve the reprogramming of
funds for computational services at the Na-
tional Energy Technology Laboratory)
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, on be-

half of my colleague from West Vir-
ginia, I send an amendment to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Washington (Mr. GOR-
TON), for Mr. BYRD, proposes an amendment
numbered 3801.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of Title III of the bill insert the

following:
‘‘SEC. . From funds previously appro-

priated under the heading ‘‘Department of
Energy, Fossil Energy Research and Devel-
opment,’’ $4,000,000 is immediately available
from unobligated balances for computational
services at the National Energy Technology
Laboratory.’’

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this
confirms a reprogramming of an energy
program in the State of West Virginia
over which there have been some tech-
nical difficulties, and assures that
money previously appropriated will be
used for the purpose stated in the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3801) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3802

(Purpose: To amend the amount provided for
the State of Florida Restoration grants
within National Park Service land acquisi-
tion)
Mr. GORTON. I send a further

amendment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read

as follows:
The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-

TON] proposes an amendment numbered 3802.

Mr. GORTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 127, line 11, strike ‘‘$10,000,000’’ and

insert ‘‘$12,000,000’’.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this
corrects a figure in the bill to bring it
into conformance with the committee
report and the intention of the com-
mittee in passing a bill. In other words,
it was simply a drafting error.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 3802) was agreed
to.

Mr. GORTON. I move to reconsider
the vote on all three amendments.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, that is
all I can deal with at the present time.
I repeat—and I know my friend from
Nevada is with me on this—we do have
a very substantial number of addi-
tional amendments. It looks as if some-
where between 6 and 10 may require
rollcalls. I particularly urge we start
the debate on significant policy amend-
ments to this bill. This is a request to
Members who were eager to list amend-
ments for debate to come to the floor
and present those amendments.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, this
bill may not be around very long. This
may be the only opportunity to offer
these amendments because the two
leaders have outlined a tremendously
difficult legislative program in the
next 21⁄2 weeks. This may be the only
time in the Sun for some of these
amendments.

Mr. GORTON. We are going to the
tax bill tomorrow with 20 amendments
or so in order for it. Members desiring
to deal with this Interior appropria-
tions bill need to present themselves
on the floor with those amendments as
promptly as possible.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3803

(Purpose: To provide funding for expenses
resulting from windstorms, with an offset)
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk for Mr.
GRAMS and Mr. WELLSTONE, and I ask
that it be immediately considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-
TON], for Senators GRAMS and WELLSTONE,
proposes an amendment numbered 3803.

Mr. GORTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment is as follows:
On page 126, line 16, strike ‘‘$207,079,000,’’

and insert ‘‘$202,950,000, of which not more
than $511,000 shall be used for the
preconstruction, engineering, and design of a
heritage center for the Grand Portage Na-
tional Monument in Minnesota,’’.

On page 165, line 25, strike ‘‘$618,500,000,’’
and inserting ‘‘$622,629,000, of which at least
$6,947,000 shall be used for hazardous fuels re-
duction activities and expenses resulting
from windstorm damage in the Superior Na-
tional Forest in Minnesota, $3,000,000 of
which shall not be available until September
30, 2001’’.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this
amendment was discussed a few mo-
ments ago by Senator GRAMS and ap-
proved by Senator WELLSTONE. It deals
further with the emergency in Min-
nesota they discussed earlier. I was de-
lighted at the wonderful cooperation
between those two Senators. I agree
with their description of the emer-
gency. I ask the amendment be agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 3803) was agreed
to.

Mr. GORTON. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the chair-
man of the subcommittee and I are
here on the floor. We are very eager to
have Senators who want to call up
amendments come to the floor and call
up their amendments. I urge Senators:
Make haste and come while the time is
running and ripe. At some point we
have to call up our amendments or go
to third reading. It is a little early to
go to third reading, but I would plead
with Senators not to wait. This is an
excellent opportunity. If I had an
amendment to the bill, I would be
eager to see a moment such as this
when other Senators are not seeking
recognition, and I would be eager to
come to the floor, work out my amend-
ment with the two managers, and be on
my way back to the office and other
things.

So I make that urgent plea because
at some point, if Senators do not come
to the floor with their amendments, I
may move to go to third reading and
get the yeas and nays on that. Of
course, if that motion carries, there
can be no more amendments. I am not
saying I will do that yet, but there will

come a time. That is a good fiddler’s
tune: There will come a time, there
will come a time someday. This is your
chance, now. Staffs of Senators who
are working on amendments, this is
your chance. Get your Senator here
and let’s get the amendments and get
votes.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3804

(Purpose: To provide additional funds for
Payment in Lieu of Taxes program)

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS],
for himself, Mr. HATCH, Mr. BURNS, and Mr.
GRAMS, proposes an amendment numbered
3804.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 112, line 20, strike ‘‘$693,133,000’’

and insert ‘‘$689,133,000 of which not to ex-
ceed $125,900,000 shall be for workforce and
organizational support and $16,586,000 shall
be for Land and Resource Information Sys-
tems’’.

On page 113, line 14, strike ‘‘$693,133,000’’
and insert ‘‘$689,133,000’’.

On page 115, line 19, strike ‘‘$145,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘$148,000,000’’.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, this is
an amendment that deals with a pro-
gram called Payment In Lieu of Taxes.
Last year there was an appropriation
of approximately $135 million. This
year we intended to increase that
amount. We have a letter that came
from 57 of our colleagues urging an in-
crease. We have changed the amend-
ment to where it would be an increase
in funding over the proposal by $3 mil-
lion, bringing it up to $148 million.

This is substantially below what the
authorizations are. However, I do un-
derstand the difficulty of the funding. I
appreciate the opportunity to work
with the chairman and the ranking
member.

Basically what this does, of course, is
provide payments to the States for the
public lands that are owned there, pub-
lic lands that if they were privately
owned would be taxed and would be an
income source.

These counties, despite the fact there
is no taxable income, continue to carry
on their services—lease services, hos-
pital services, other kinds of services.

So really it is sort of a fairness issue
when the Federal Government has sub-
stantial amounts of ownership.

In Wyoming, 50 percent of the State
belongs to the Federal Government. We
have counties that run as high as 96
percent being federally owned lands
and many that are over half. So this is
sort of a payment to them. The Nation,
of course, benefits from this ownership,
but the counties have to pay the tick-
et.

I will not go into great detail. But I
urge this amendment be agreed to.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter that was sent to
the chairman be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, March 17, 2000.

Hon. SLADE GORTON, Chairman,
Hon. ROBERT C. BYRD, Ranking Member,
Subcommittee on Interior, Senate Appropria-

tions Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington,
DC.

DEAR SENATORS GORTON AND BYRD: We
write to request your support for a multi
year process that will lead us to full funding
for the Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) pro-
gram on public lands across the country.

We believe the most favorable course of ac-
tion would be to appropriate the full author-
ization level of PILT by FY 2010. The Bureau
of Land Management has informed us that
the authorized PILT funding level under PL.
103–397 in FY 2005 will be approximately $335
million based on current inflation rates. We
realize there are many important needs to be
addressed in the Interior Appropriations bill
this year. However, a five-year $20 million
per year increase would help more than 2000
counties and local governments meet the
mandates imposed upon them by an ever in-
creasing public land base. Additionally, it
would allow the federal government to work
toward fulfilling a commitment it made to
counties in 1976 when Congress passed the
original PILT act in a fiscally responsible
manner.

You are keenly aware that counties, on be-
half of the federal government, provide many
critical infrastructure servides—including
police, search and rescue, fire fighting, road
maintenance, garbage collection and other
services. Because of the amount of public
lands in these counties, they do not have the
ability to raise the necessary funds through
traditional property taxes.

In the past public lands provided many
economic benefits to local communities
through multiple use activities such as graz-
ing, mining, oil, gas and timber. The monies
generated also stayed in public land coun-
ties. These resource activities face ongoing
pressures and hardships, and are being re-
placed by people recreating in these areas.
The effect is an increased demand for serv-
ices often far in excess of resources that the
tourism dollars bring to these rural commu-
nities.

It is common for federal land ownership in
some counties to exceed 50 percent to more
than 90 percent. With the trend toward addi-
tional acquisitions by the federal govern-
ment of private taxable land, we believe it
has become an absolute necessity that Con-
gress meet its obligation and begin a process
that will lead toward full funding of PILT
within a reasonable period of time. Absent
this, we fear counties will have no choice but
to reduce or eliminate essential public serv-
ices on public lands due to budgetary con-
straints. Please know you have our full sup-
port as we move forward working with you

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 02:09 Jul 13, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G12JY6.045 pfrm01 PsN: S12PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6503July 12, 2000
on an incremental increase for PILT which
allows for this critical program to eventu-
ally realize its full authorization level.

Best regards,
Craig Thomas; Mary L. Landrieu; Tim

Johnson; Kent Conrad; Frank H. Mur-
kowski; Richard Shelby; Conrad Burns;
Mike DeWine; Ben Nighthorse Camp-
bell; Byron L. Dorgan; Jon Kyl; Jesse
Helms; Jim Bunning; Dick Lugar; Bar-
bara Boxer; Michael B. Enzi; Rod
Grams; Spencer Abraham; Larry E.
Craig; Mike Crapo; Orrin Hatch; Wayne
Allard; Dianne Feinstein; Gordon
Smith; Chuck Hagel; Pete V. Domenici;
Patrick Leahy; Judd Gregg; Olympia
Snowe; Bob Smith; Strom Thurmond;
Kay Bailey Hutchison; Tom Daschle;
Ron Wyden; Jim Inhofe; Richard H.
Bryan; Harry Reid; Patty Murray; Paul
Wellstone; Trent Lott; Chuck Robb;
John Edwards; Mitch McConnell; Jim
Jeffords; Max Cleland; Jeff Bingaman;
John Breaux; Rick Santorum; John
Ashcroft; Dick Durbin; Max Baucus;
Kit Bond; Tim Hutchinson; Bill Frist;
Carl Levin; Paul D. Coverdell; Blanche
L. Lincoln;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, we have
worked with the Senator from Wyo-
ming on this subject, a subject in
which he has been interested, I believe,
ever since he came to the Senate, and
one in which I am interested as well.

The bill does include an increase for
this Payment In Lieu of Taxes. This
money is very important to many
counties—rural counties almost en-
tirely—that have much or most of
their property owned by the Federal
Government.

I would like to be more generous
than this. I think this is about as far as
we can go. I appreciate the willingness
of the Senator from Wyoming to come
up with a reasonable increase. I am
willing to accept it. I believe my col-
league is as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have no
objection on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3804) was agreed
to.

Mr. GORTON. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I thank
the chairman and Senator BYRD for ac-
cepting the amendment, and also Sen-
ators HATCH, GRAMS, and BURNS for co-
sponsoring this amendment. I think it
is useful. I appreciate it very much.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DORGAN. I am happy to yield to
the Senator.

AMENDMENT NO. 3774, WITHDRAWN

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent my amendment No. 3774 be with-
drawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). The Senator has a right to
recall his amendment.

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment (No. 3774) was with-

drawn.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I begin

by complimenting Senator SLADE GOR-
TON and Senator ROBERT BYRD, the
chairman and the ranking member of
the subcommittee that brings this leg-
islation to the floor. The Interior ap-
propriations bill is a very important
piece of legislation, but it faces the
classic problem of trying to meet un-
limited needs with limited resources.
Senator GORTON and Senator BYRD had
a very difficult task, but they have
done quite a remarkable job and have
certainly earned my compliments and I
hope the compliments of my colleagues
for the job they have done.

I wish to speak for a few moments,
however, about a very difficult problem
that is encountered by a group of
Americans who suffer some of the high-
est unemployment rates, some of the
most difficult health problems, and the
most difficult challenges of any Ameri-
cans. I’m speaking of Native Ameri-
cans.

We have in North Dakota four Indian
reservations. I frequently visit these
reservations and meet with the tribal
chairs, men, women, and children who
live there. The conditions in some
cases on these reservations are very
much like those of a Third World coun-
try. The unmet health care needs are
devastating. The unemployment rates
in some cases are as high as 50, 60, and
70 percent because these areas are so
remote and there are simply no jobs.
And the quality of education regret-
tably is not up to the standards it
should be.

As I talk about these problems today,
I want to point out that this bill, for
the first time, makes some significant
steps in the right direction. This is an
important moment. This appropria-
tions bill does make some important
progress in dealing with the issues of
Indian health care and Indian edu-
cation.

Yet there is so much left to do. The
people in America who live in Indian
country have the highest rates of pov-
erty in our country. Over 30 percent of
Native Americans live in poverty. The
unemployment rate on Indian reserva-
tions in North Dakota averages 55 per-
cent. Compare that to the unemploy-
ment rate of around 4 percent in the
United States as a whole.

To help address the problems that
Native Americans face, President Clin-
ton recommended a $1.2 billion in-
crease, government-wide, for priority
health care, education, economic devel-
opment, and other infrastructure needs
in Indian country. I am particularly
pleased about the President’s rec-
ommendations in some key areas, in-
cluding the $300 million he proposed for
BIA school replacement and repair.

This is $167 million more than the cur-
rent level, the largest ever single year
investment in BIA school infrastruc-
ture. The President’s budget also pro-
poses a $200 million, or 10-percent, in-
crease in the Indian health services
budget.

The increased funding levels in the
Senate bill, even though they represent
significant progress under difficult cir-
cumstances, still fall significantly
short of both the President’s budget re-
quest and what we need to do. Unfortu-
nately, the House-passed Interior bill is
far, far worse. We are going to fall
short once again of meeting the actual
needs of Native Americans.

Let me talk for a moment about the
health care needs in Indian country. A
Native American living on the reserva-
tion is 12 times more likely to have di-
abetes than the average American—not
double or triple or quadruple but 12
times more likely to have diabetes—
and 3 times more likely to die from di-
abetes. An American Indian is five
times more likely to die from tuber-
culosis, four times more likely to die
from chronic liver disease, 3 times
more likely to die in an accident, espe-
cially an automobile accident, and
nearly twice as likely to commit sui-
cide.

I recently visited the Indian Health
Service hospital in Fort Yates, ND. I
have here a picture of that hospital. It
has been around for a long while. It
doesn’t have an emergency room. The
folks who use that hospital don’t have
access to an operating room, and they
therefore can’t deliver babies because
they don’t have an operating room.
The emergency room is in the midst of
the waiting rooms, so when an emer-
gency occurs, everyone in the waiting
room has to clear out. It is not visible
in this picture, but there is a little old
trailer house where the dentist prac-
tices. The 1 dentist practicing in that
trailer serves 5,000 people.

Now this dentist is no doubt pro-
viding the best service that he can
given the circumstances he has to work
in, but just imagine the kind of dental
care that is provided by 1 dentist for
5,000 people. Do you think that dentist
is constructing difficult bridges or
other complicated treatments for teeth
that are in trouble, or is he more likely
pulling teeth? This is at Fort Yates,
ND, on the Standing Rock Indian Res-
ervation.

The current funding for the Indian
Health Service is about 43 percent less
per capita than health care spending
for the U.S. population generally. The
Indian Health Service spends about
$1,400 per patient, compared to the na-
tional per capita amount per patient of
$3,200.

Let me also talk for a moment about
education on the reservations. Again, I
appreciate the leadership of Senator
GORTON and Senator BYRD in providing
$276 million for BIA school replace-
ment and repair in this coming fiscal
year.

The Federal government has a trust
responsibility to provide an education
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to Indian children. This is not a luxury
or some discretionary choice. We have
a trust responsibility to Indian chil-
dren, just as we have a responsibility
to provide for an education for the chil-
dren of our military personnel residing
on or near military bases. The Federal
government runs the Department of
Defense school system. We also have a
trust responsibility to run the school
system through the BIA. We have not
done that very well. We are woefully
short of the funds that are needed to
keep these schools up to standard.
Even with the funding increases in the
Senate bill, there will continue to be a
nearly $700 million backlog in repair
and replacement of BIA schools.

The GAO says the schools that are
serving these Indian children are
among the poorest schools in the Na-
tion. Yes, that is among all schools,
even those in the inner-cities, where
they also have a lot of problems. But
the worst school facilities in the Na-
tion are those on the Indian reserva-
tions.

This is a picture of a school on the
Turtle Mountain Reservation. This
happens to be the Ojibwa Indian
School. This is a fundamentally unsafe
school, as many health and safety in-
vestigations have found. One day, my
fear is that something awful will hap-
pen at that school and people will say,
How did that happen? It will happen
because nobody paid attention to the
warnings.

This is a picture of the fire escape.
Notice, it is a wooden fire escape,
which is rather unusual—a fire escape
made of wood. This is clearly a fire
code violation.

The children of the Ojibwa school are
attending classes in trailers that have
been constructed because the main
school building is over 100 years old
and has been condemned. So the kids
are now put in the mobile units and are
required to scurry back and forth, up
and down these stairs, in the dead of
winter in North Dakota, with tempera-
tures at 30 below zero and with the
wind blowing. The people who have in-
spected these facilities from time to
time have found all kinds of problems
with them. This wooden fire escape is
simply one of many.

This is a picture of the plumbing at
the school in Marty, SD, the Marty In-
dian School. Take a look at that
plumbing. See if you want to take a
drink of the water from those pipes. Or
take a look at this rusted radiator. Not
exactly the modern radiator needed to
keep the students warm in the dead of
a South Dakota winter.

Or, to return to another picture of
the Ojibwa school, where the ground
beneath the gymnasium is giving way.
For safety purposes they have put up
plywood, and that plywood is all that
separates children from danger as the
ground gives way under the corner of
the gymnasium.

We have to do much better than this.
We can and should do better than this.
We have a responsibility to these kids.

I have come to the floor many times
and talked about these needs. I know I
am repetitive, and I know people say
that they have heard it all before. But
frankly, a lot of these people don’t
have much of a voice in this appropria-
tions process.

A little third grader, Rosie Two
Bears, once asked me: Mr. Senator, are
you going to build me a new school? I
realize I can’t build Rosie a new school
even though she desperately needs one.
She goes to a school that is terribly in-
adequate. Rosie goes to a school with
sewer gas coming up through the floors
of one classroom, which they had to
evacuate once or twice a week. She
goes to a school in which there are 150
students with 1 water fountain and 2
toilets, a school with no playground.

The fact is, we can do better than
that. This bill makes some significant
improvements in health and education.
For that, I commend all the folks in-
volved. On the Appropriations Com-
mittee, I tried to make even more im-
provements, and I’m glad I was able to
do that marginally in the area of tribal
college funding. However, I come to the
floor to say we have to do better.

The superintendent of the Wahpeton
Indian school, Joyce Burr, told me a
while ago about a little girl attending
that school. Many of these kids are
sent to that school from around the
country, and they come from troubled
backgrounds, many without much of a
family or home to go back to. Joyce
told me the little girl came to her near
Christmastime, when the school was
going to close during the 2 week holi-
day at Christmas and the children
would be sent back to their reserva-
tions, to their families. This little girl,
a third or fourth grader, went to the
superintendent and said: I would like
to stay over at the school during the
Christmas break. I know the school
isn’t going to be opened, but I promise
if you let me stay here I won’t eat very
much. She had no place to go, so she
was asking if she could stay at the
school all alone over the Christmas
break, promising, ‘‘If you let me do
that I won’t eat much.’’ We must do
much better for these children.

On the other end of the education
spectrum, with respect to tribal col-
leges, I want to say we are starting to
make some progress there, for which I
am very grateful. The tribal colleges
represent an extension of educational
opportunity and a way out of poverty.
I went to a tribal college graduation
once and met the oldest graduate in
the graduating class. She was 42 or 43
years old, with four children, whose
husband had left her. She was cleaning
the toilets and the hallways at the
tribal college and decided she was
going to try and improve her lot in life
by attending the college.

The day I was there, she graduated. I
can hardly describe the smile on her
face that day. This woman decided,
with grim determination: I am going to
graduate from this college. I know I am
cleaning the hallways and bathrooms,

but I want to do more than that.
Through grit and determination, the
help of relatives and scholarships, and
because the tribal college was right
there, guess what—the day I showed up
to give the graduation speech, this
proud woman graduated from college.
Good for her.

Or the instance of Loretta. Loretta
had dropped out of school. She was an
unwed teenaged mother. Now she is a
doctor, a Ph.D., a real expert on edu-
cation who eventually went on to teach
at a tribal college for awhile. She did
that by herself, but she did it because
we put in place a system of tribal col-
leges that give people like Loretta the
opportunity to go to school and get a
college education. That is why tribal
colleges are so important. Frankly, we
contribute only about half as much per
student at tribal colleges as we do to
other colleges around the rest of the
country. We need to do better than
that. I am pleased to say this piece of
legislation starts down that road.

Let me conclude where I began. I am
here because I am pleased we are mak-
ing progress. These are important, crit-
ical issues. We cannot ignore the cir-
cumstances that exist on Indian res-
ervations. It is easy enough for some
people to say that this is the way Indi-
ans want to live. That is not the case
at all. These are Americans who are
beset by poverty, lack of opportunity,
lack of jobs, a bad health care system,
and a crumbling education system that
we must improve. I believe we are tak-
ing the first steps in this legislation to
do that. For that, I commend my col-
leagues who brought this bill to the
floor —Senator GORTON and Senator
BYRD.

I say to them, I will be back again
next year, as we continue our work in
the Appropriations Committee, saying
that we have done a lot, we have made
some first important steps and thanks
for that. But let’s continue to try to
address these education and health
care needs on our reservations for In-
dian Americans. Let’s try to do even
more in the coming fiscal year.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

BUNNING). The Senator from Wash-
ington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the
Senator is eloquent and persistent and
has had great successes, and I am sure
he will have great successes in the fu-
ture. I thank him for his comments and
his support.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I won-
der if I can engage in a discussion with
the distinguished chairman, Senator
SLADE GORTON, on the bill before us.
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By way of some opening remarks di-

rected at the fine, excellent job he has
done on this bill, I want to talk with
him for a moment about what we have
done for the U.S. Government-owned-
and-maintained Indian schools in the
United States in the Interior appro-
priations bill.

First, when we are finished supplying
the numbers for the RECORD, which are
obviously in the bill, it should not go
unnoticed that this is the first time we
have substantially—and I mean sub-
stantially—increased the money for
the construction of Indian schools
owned by the U.S. Government. Let’s
not be confused with public schools.
These are schools that if the Federal
Government does not pay for, I ask my
chairman, nobody will pay for them,
right; they belong to us?

Mr. GORTON. The Senator is en-
tirely correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. And they are main-
tained by us. As the accounts will
show, not only are we in a terrible
state of disrepair, in terms of those
schools that need management money,
but we have a huge backlog of schools
that should be built—that is, built
anew—because the facilities that In-
dian children are occupying are truly
intolerable.

Thus far, have I stated what the Sen-
ator from Washington has attempted
to accomplish in this bill?

Mr. GORTON. The Senator from New
Mexico is correct, but I really need to
say more to respond to him in the af-
firmative. He has perhaps been the
most eloquent, though he has been cer-
tainly strongly supported by the Sen-
ator from North Dakota on that side of
the aisle, our friend, Senator INOUYE,
from that side of the aisle, and the
Senators from Arizona, in attempting
at least to begin with the huge backlog
in the absolute necessity of con-
structing new Indian schools that are
100 percent our responsibility and for
renovating and repairing those that
can constructively be renovated and re-
paired.

The Senator from New Mexico also
knows how difficult this has been in
past years because while the President
of the United States has always asked
us for big increases in the budget really
for spending more money than we
thought overall was appropriate to
spend, he has always ignored these In-
dian school needs.

This year, in this budget, the Presi-
dent did dramatically reverse himself
and did ask for a generous appropria-
tion for new Indian school construc-
tion. That partnership, and the bipar-
tisan partnership on the floor of the
Senate, gave me the ability of drafting
this bill to begin both appropriate new
construction and a large number of re-
pairs and rehabilitation.

I would be deficient in my own duty
if I did not say that the first person
who saw this need—not only saw this
need but spoke eloquently to this
need—was the Senator from New Mex-
ico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Is it not true one
other major function of activities that
we must do in behalf of Indian people
has to do with health care, wherein we
have hospitals and medical facilities
that are run by the U.S. Government
for the Indian people? There, again, we
have just been barely getting by in
terms of keeping them open and prop-
erly maintained, and they are rather
good medical facilities, I say to the
American people. It is not like the pub-
lic schools that we are ashamed of be-
cause they are in such disrepair.

Mr. GORTON. The Indian schools.
Mr. DOMENICI. The Indian schools,

yes. They are in such a state of dis-
repair. Indian health is in pretty good
health. In this bill, the President asked
for substantially more money, and we
were able to fund a substantial in-
crease in Indian health money in the
Interior appropriations bill; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. GORTON. The Senator from New
Mexico, in this instance, as in the ear-
lier instance, is correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, for a
period of about 4 years, I was joined
with bipartisan letters that we sent to
the President of the United States and
to the Assistant Secretary of the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs saying: Will you
please put in your budget a 5- or 6-year
proposal to pay for the great backlog
we have in Indian school construction
which, I repeat, only we can make. It is
not a question of somebody being gen-
erous or kind in building an Indian
school. These are Indian schools we
own, we operate, and we pay the teach-
ers—we being the United States of
America.

The President, after a visit—not the
last visit he made to Indian country
which was to New Mexico, but one just
before that, which was his first visit to
Indian country as a President—came
back and talked about doing something
to enhance economic development—
that is, jobs—for Indian people.

I was very privileged to be at the
White House and discuss the issue with
him personally, after which time we
joined with a bipartisan group of Sen-
ators and put together a package that
strengthened our construction and
maintenance of schools, that did some-
what more for Indian health and a few
other things. The aftermath of that
was the introduction of a bill, and the
aftermath of that is the bill on the
floor which increases funding in these
very important areas.

In closing, the funding in this bill,
which essentially resulted from that
meeting in the White House to which I
just eluded, and then joining a bipar-
tisan group of Senators, really is not
going to move us much in the direction
of better jobs in Indian country for the
Indian people. All of these things that
I mentioned are a necessity.

Essentially, there is something basic
that the Indian leaders and local com-
munities and the National Government
are going to have to do that will make
the climate in Indian country better

for private sector job growth. I do not
levy any criticism at anyone individ-
ually, but it is quite obvious that tax
credits alone will not do it, for we did
that 4 years ago. The most extensive
tax credits were passed to give Indian
communities a chance to bring in pri-
vate sector jobs. It is still on the
books. It is a huge tax credit per Indian
employee. We passed accelerated depre-
ciation at the same time. If somebody
builds a plant, they get to accelerate
the depreciation much more rapidly
than if they were next door in non-In-
dian country.

The problem is that the combination
of all of that has not worked to create
any large acceleration in the number of
Indian people being employed in Indian
country in permanent jobs.

I submit it will take a kind of a
change in the attitude of Indian lead-
ers. I think they are beginning to un-
derstand that. Businesses will not go
even to an Indian reservation in Amer-
ica with tax credits and other benefits
if, in fact, they are not satisfied with
the business climate on the reserva-
tion; that is, if they can go 50 miles to
a community off reservation and be-
lieve they have a lot more certainty of
law, more certainty with reference to
rules and regulations, they are not
going to be coming to Indian country.

I have been urging that the Indian
leaders, while they claim their sov-
ereignty, understand that every gov-
ernment entity that claims sov-
ereignty, from time to time, shows
that sovereignty by giving up a little
bit of it, by waiving a piece of it, or by
entering into an agreement where they
share responsibilities with another
unit of government, frequently called
intergovernmental agreements. These
things are going to have to happen if
we are going to bring jobs to Indian
country.

There is much more to be said about
it. There are many people who have
tried, and I do not know just when it
will work or when it will start working
to any significant degree, but I am con-
fident that this year we took a giant
step in terms of the public responsi-
bility. There are things moving around,
either at the White House or out in In-
dian country, that are trying to move
this whole attitude issue in a direction
of business feeling more comfortable
on Indian country.

I thank the chairman, again, for the
bill with reference to the Indian people
and I thank the committee that
worked with him to bring it here.

Having said that, I yield the floor
and suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 3795

(Purpose: To provide for a review committee
for certain Forest Service rules)

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 3795.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG] for

himself, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. CRAPO, Mr.
THOMAS, Mr. ENZI, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. HATCH,
Mr. NICKLES, and Mr. SMITH of Oregon, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3795.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place in the bill insert

the following section:
SEC. . REVIEW COMMITTEE FOR FOREST SERV-

ICE RULES.
(a)(1) From the amount appropriated for

‘‘Forest Products,’’ a sum of $1,000,000 shall
be made available until expended to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture for the purpose of re-
viewing certain proposed rules concerning
the planning and management of National
Forest System lands referred to in paragraph
(2).

(2) The proposed rules subject to this sec-
tion are the proposed road management and
transportation system rule, and proposed spe-
cial areas—roadless area conservation rule
published at 64 Federal Register 54074 (Octo-
ber 5, 1999) and 65 Federal Register 11676 and
30276 (March 3 and May 10, 2000), respec-
tively.

(b) With the funds allocated pursuant to
subsection (a)(1):

(1) The Secretary shall appoint an advisory
committee in accordance with the Federal
Advisory Committee Act and subsection (d)
of persons knowledgeable, and reflecting a
diversity of viewpoints, concerning issues re-
lated to the planning and management of
National Forest System lands. The appoint-
ments shall be made as soon as practicable
after the date of enactment of this Act.

(2) The advisory committee shall—
(A) review and evaluate the proposed rules

referred to in subsection (a)(2) and their pro-
spective implementation, particularly as to
their cumulative effects and the manner in
which they relate to each other, are inte-
grated, and will function together, including
any inconsistencies or conflicts in their
goals, purposes, application, or likely results
and determined whether and in what way
they may be improved; and

(B) submit a written report to the Sec-
retary describing the results of the review
and evaluation of the proposed rules required
by, and any recommendations for improve-
ment of such rules determined pursuant to,
subparagraph (A), including any supple-
mental or minority views which any member
or members of the advisory committee may
wish to express.

(3) The Secretary shall make the report of
the advisory committee required by para-
graph (2)(B) available for public comment
and submit the report to the Congress, to-
gether with a written response of the Sec-
retary to the report and the public comment
on the report.

(c) No funds appropriated by this Act or
any other act of Congress may be expended
for further development or promulgation of
the proposed rules referred to in subsection
(a)(2) prior to 60 days after the date of sub-
mission to the Congress of the report of the
advisory committee and the response of the
Secretary pursuant to subsection (b)(3).

(d)(1) The advisory committee appointed
pursuant to subsection (b)(1) shall have no
more than 15, nor less than 9, members who
may not be officers or employees of the
United States. The Chair of the advisory
committee shall be selected from among and
by its members.

(2) The members of the advisory com-
mittee, while attending conferences, hear-
ing, or meetings of the advisory committee
or while otherwise serving at the request of
the Chair shall each be entitled to receive
compensation at a rate not in excess of the
maximum rate of pay for grade GS–18, as
provided in the General Schedule under sec-
tion 5332 of title 5, United States Code, in-
cluding travel time, and while away from
their homes or regular places of business
shall each be reimbursed for travel expenses,
including per diem in lieu of subsistence as
authorized by section 5703 of title 5, United
States Code, for persons in Government serv-
ice employed intermittently.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, amend-
ment No. 3795 to the Interior appro-
priations bill deals with the U.S. For-
est Service’s proposed roadless initia-
tive. My amendment would earmark $1
million from the Forest Service’s tim-
ber sales account and direct the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to charter an ad-
visory committee, under the provisions
of the Federal Advisory Committee
Act, to review the proposed rules and
the accompanying draft environmental
impact statement for the roadless area
initiative. The advisory committee
would be charged to provide the Sec-
retary with advice on improving the
proposed rule and the draft environ-
mental impact statement.

My amendment would further pro-
hibit the Secretary from spending any
additional appropriations under this or
any other act on the further develop-
ment of the roadless area rule until the
Secretary has received the report of
the advisory committee.

Let me tell you why I am offering
such an amendment. To date, the sub-
committee that I chair, the Forests
and Public Land Management Sub-
committee, has held three oversight
hearings on the roadless area initiative
launched by our President last fall. I
can tell the members of this committee
unequivocally that this is the most
slipshod rulemaking effort I have
seen—the worst example—in over 20
years as a federally elected official.

Let me note an example we have
found in an examination of the commu-
niques with the White House. For ex-
ample, this is a letter to Raymond
Mosley, Director of the Federal Reg-
ister. This comes from an officer with-
in the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

She says:
Would you please correct our mistakes. In

our haste to get the notice to the Register as
quickly as possible, we failed to notice that
the document heading was missing.

There has been such a phenomenal
rush to judgment on this effort to ful-
fill the President’s political agenda
with this issue that all of the people
have made mistakes and have had to go
to the Federal Register’s office to
amend them. It is not unlike what we
saw Katie McGinty do just this week

with TMDL rules, where this Senate, 2
weeks ago, spoke to the fact that this
rule ought to be delayed. The President
withheld his signature of the MILCON
appropriations bill, allowing the EPA
to accelerate.

I suspect when we begin to examine
the rules that have come out of EPA,
signed by Katie McGinty yesterday, we
will find the same kind of mistakes
were made only because of a quick po-
litical rush to judgment to try to ei-
ther circumvent the acts of Congress or
to deny the public the kind of input
that is important and justifiable in
these kinds of procedures.

Among the numerous procedural vio-
lations of the Federal statute, I think
the most egregious is the willful viola-
tion of the Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act, an act that this adminis-
tration has had trouble complying with
many times. I could cite examples
where other courts have ruled after the
fact of the rulemaking that, yes, this
administration had been in violation of
FACA. Our oversight record and the ex-
ecutive branch’s documents obtained
during the oversight process provided a
clear record of these violations.

Between May and July last year, a
small group of environmental activists
met with the White House, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, and Forest Serv-
ice officials to develop what eventually
became the proposed rule about which
we are talking. All of these meetings
were held behind closed doors with no
notification provided to the public. Ad-
vice and materials were solicited from
the environmentalists by executive
branch officials in the form of legal
memoranda, technical documents, poll-
ing data, media relations material, and
paid advertising in support of the pro-
posal. Here is an example: George
Frampton, head of CEQ, from Mike
Francis at the Wilderness Society.
Through all of these processes, what
they are suggesting is that we submit
to you the necessary materials from
which you can move to deal with this
issue.

I think it is fascinating we find Mike
Francis saying: I attach a draft of the
‘‘letter to the chief’’ concept that
Charles, Mike, and I have worked on as
an idea to provide historical linkage to
the President.

Ironically, the very letter that
George Frampton then sends to the
Secretary of Agriculture proposing this
rulemaking was a parallel letter, al-
most identical, word for word. Mr.
Frampton, before our committee, did
make reference to the fact that, yes,
they were very similar, if not alike.
That letter came from the Wilderness
Society itself.

In many cases, these materials were
used by executive branch officials in
charge of developing the proposed rule.
For example, the polling data was used
by lower level officials to brief their
superiors. In another instance, there
was direct consultation between the
outside groups and the administration
to coordinate paid and earned media ef-
forts.
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Let me repeat that. Government offi-

cials sat down with outside groups
prior to the rulemaking process and de-
termined that they would launch a
paid media campaign. There was even
dialog within these memoranda that
we gathered that suggested dates and
times and the kinds of media markets
we are talking about. Of course, I have
referenced the letter to the Secretary
from George Frampton, which is a mir-
ror image of the letter that was pro-
posed by staff at the Wilderness Soci-
ety.

In response to the questions before
my subcommittee, administration offi-
cials conceded that the issue of compli-
ance with the Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act was never raised in their
meetings or deliberations, and counsel
was never consulted on the matter.

This group of environmental advisers
was in every way but one an advisory
committee to the Federal Government.
The one exception was that the com-
mittee was never chartered under the
provisions of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act. Had they been char-
tered, the composition of the com-
mittee would have had to have been
balanced or at least more balanced
than it was, and their meetings would
have had to have been published and
open to the media and to the public. In
other words, the process of sunshine
and public participation would have
had to have been involved in this very
process.

Those are citing just a few of the dif-
ferences and what I believe are sub-
stantial violations. Left to its own de-
vices, the administration will not cor-
rect the legal violations. They have
been cited and examples have been
given, both in my committee and at a
comparable committee in the House.
Lawsuits have been filed. Yet they will
not respond. They are simply charging
ahead to a pre-November deadline so
that all of this fits into the political
context that they chose to bring it into
by the very announcement of the Presi-
dent last October.

I think, therefore, it is up to Con-
gress to correct these violations and
the resulting inequities. We must, un-
fortunately, intervene if we want to see
the rule of law followed and direct the
Secretary to follow the law and charter
an advisory committee legally under
FACA. Then a broader range of inter-
ests will have the opportunity afforded
to a selected few with connections to
high-level administration officials as
insiders and friends. The advice they
will offer to improve the proposed rule
will be offered in the sunlight of public
disclosure and ultimately cause the re-
action, as it should, of public opinion.
It will not be offered in secret, and it
will not be offered behind closed doors
as it was. This would restore the rule
of law and sunshine in Government.

The reason I offer this is the mag-
nitude and the significance of the
issue. Some who are from States that
are not impacted by large public
landownerships or some who often-

times think that environmental votes
are just easy and free to make because
they have little or no consequence to
their constituency ought to react to
this by saying that the administration
stepped beyond the rule of law, clearly
outside of the intent of what Congress
designed in the Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act.

This is the magnitude, the signifi-
cance of what I am talking about. This
chart is significant only as a visual.
These red areas represent approxi-
mately 42 million acres of existing For-
est Service wilderness. Every acre of
this 42 million was heard before a
House and Senate committee. It was a
give and take between the delegates of
the State and other Senators and Rep-
resentatives. It was debated on the
floor of the House and the Senate, and
it was ultimately passed, all 42 million
acres of existing Federal Forest Serv-
ice designated wilderness. In other
words, the public process was full.

What the President announced in Oc-
tober and what has been going on be-
hind closed doors—with now a few pub-
lic hearings—is the yellow or nearly 60
million acres of public lands now up for
redesignation by this President.

What does that represent? It rep-
resents the whole State of Massachu-
setts and the whole State of Rhode Is-
land and the whole State of Con-
necticut and the whole State of New
Jersey and the whole State of Delaware
and the whole State of Pennsylvania
and the whole State of Maryland and
the whole State of West Virginia. Sixty
million acres of land are being decided
by this President and a few of his ad-
ministrators with Congress not speak-
ing a word. Never before in the history
of this country has an action of this
magnitude been taken without full
public process and without action and
participation on the part of the Con-
gress itself.

What I am suggesting by my amend-
ment is meager in relation to the im-
pact of what is going on behind the
doors of the White House and USDA
and the Forest Service. I am asking for
$1 million out of the forest road fund.

I am asking that the Secretary in-
form an advisory committee of inde-
pendent people, and that they advise us
on the fact that FACA was or was not
violated. I think the significance here
is, if the President had operated under
the law, or we believed that he did, I
may not be here on the floor; although,
I probably would be because I am dedi-
cated to a public process. I believe that
what my colleagues did in the sixties—
the Democratic Party—in causing all
meetings to be open and public and reg-
istered, and being the primary authors
of the act, I think that is the right
thing to do because I think the public
ought to be involved. That is why we
are here today—to involve the public in
something that represents all of these
States, 60 million acres of the public’s
land and the ultimate future of how
that land will be managed. That is
what is important about this amend-
ment.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. CRAIG. Yes, briefly.
Mr. DURBIN. The Senator has made

reference to the fact this is going to be
an open, public process by this advi-
sory committee. In the Senator’s
amendment, there is no reference to
any public meeting by this committee.
On page 2, line B(3), there is a reference
that this advisory committee report
will be available for public comment.
That is the first use of the word ‘‘pub-
lic.’’ There is no reference to the sun-
shine committee having any public
hearings.

Mr. CRAIG. If I may answer, it is be-
cause this committee is formulated
under FACA. Go to the Federal Advi-
sory Committee Act and there before
you will be all the terms by which this
committee will be structured. So in-
stead of listing page after page of docu-
mentation, I am simply saying that the
Secretary will constitute a committee
under FACA to make determinations
as to whether the appropriate actions
have been taken.

So the Senator is right; I didn’t list
all of those things. But you and I oper-
ate under the Federal Code. The Fed-
eral Code is there and that is why we
have done that.

AMENDMENT NO. 3795, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield
for another question?

Mr. CRAIG. Just one more question,
briefly.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Senator for
that. It is almost like a debate on the
floor. Will the Senator consider putting
this language in: The advisory com-
mittee shall have public sessions, open
for public review?

Mr. CRAIG. Most assuredly I will. I
think the Senator knows exactly what
I am saying. If he wants the guarantee
that FACA will be used, I will be happy
to restate it.

I ask unanimous consent that the
words ‘‘full public meetings’’ appro-
priately be placed at the right stage of
this. I will work to comply with that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment (No. 3795), as modi-

fied, is as follows:
At the appropriate place in the bill insert

the following new section:
SEC. . REVIEW COMMITTEE FOR FOREST SERV-

ICE RULES.
(a)(1) From the amount appropriated for

‘‘Forest Products,’’ a sum of $1,000,000 shall
be made available until expended to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture for the purpose of re-
viewing certain proposed rules concerning
the planning and management of National
Forest System lands referred to in paragraph
(2).

(2) The proposed rules subject to this sec-
tion are the proposed road management and
transportation system rule, and proposed spe-
cial areas—roadless area conservation rule
published at 64 Federal Register 54074 (Octo-
ber 5, 1999) and 65 Federal Register 11676 and
30276 (March 3 and May 10, 2000), respec-
tively.

(b) With the funds allocated pursuant to
subsection (a)(1):

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 02:09 Jul 13, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G12JY6.054 pfrm01 PsN: S12PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES6508 July 12, 2000
(1) The Secretary shall appoint an advisory

committee in accordance with the Federal
Advisory Committee Act and subsection (d)
of persons knowledgeable, and reflecting a
diversity of viewpoints, concerning issues re-
lated to the planning and management of
National Forest System lands. The appoint-
ments shall be made as soon as practicable
after the date of enactment of this Act.

(2) The advisory committee shall, with full
public participation and open public meet-
ings in accordance with the Federal Advisory
Committee Act—

(A) review and evaluate the proposed rules
referred to in subsection (a)(2) and their pro-
spective implementation, particularly as to
their cumulative effects and the manner in
which they relate to each other, are inte-
grated, and will function together, including
any inconsistencies or conflicts in their
goals, purposes, application, or likely results
and determined whether and in what way
they may be improved; and

(B) submit a written report to the Sec-
retary describing the results of the review
and evaluation of the proposed rules required
by, and any recommendations for improve-
ment of such rules determined pursuant to,
subparagraph (A), including any supple-
mental or minority views which any member
or members of the advisory committee may
wish to express.

(3) The Secretary shall make the report of
the advisory committee required by para-
graph (2)(B) available for public comment
and submit the report to the Congress, to-
gether with a written response of the Sec-
retary to the report and the public comment
on the report.

(c) No funds appropriated by this Act or
any other act of Congress may be expended
for further development or promulgation of
the proposed rules referred to in subsection
(a)(2) prior to 60 days after the date of sub-
mission to the Congress of the report of the
advisory committee and the response of the
Secretary pursuant to subsection (b)(3).

(d)(1) The advisory committee appointed
pursuant to subsection (b)(1) shall have no
more than 15, nor less than 9, members who
may not be officers or employees of the
United States. The Chair of the advisory
committee shall be selected from among and
by its members.

(2) The members of the advisory com-
mittee, while attending conferences, hear-
ing, or meetings of the advisory committee
or while otherwise serving at the request of
the Chair shall each be entitled to receive
compensation at a rate not in excess of the
maximum rate of pay for grade GS–18, as
provided in the General Schedule under sec-
tion 5332 of title 5, United States Code, in-
cluding travel time, and while away from
their homes or regular places of business
shall each be reimbursed for travel expenses,
including per diem in lieu of subsistence as
authorized by section 5703 of title 5, United
States Code, for persons in Government serv-
ice employed intermittently.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say
to my good friend, Senator CRAIG, that
under our Constitution this body was
enacted to have two Senators from
every State. I hope every State is con-
cerned with what happens in other
States. I will be the first to admit that
it is very easy not to pay attention to
the speech the Senator just made be-
cause, obviously, there are whole
States—many of them—that don’t have
this problem because they have no vast
public ownership in the midst of their
cities, out in their countrysides, or

built right up against communities, be
it the Bureau of Land Management or
the Forest Service. So there is a tend-
ency not to pay attention when a cou-
ple of States come to the floor and
show some very dire problems that
exist in the management of the public
domain.

I have a few issues today that won’t
all be raised on this amendment I will
offer. But before the Interior bill is fin-
ished, I will talk about some very seri-
ous problems out in the Southwest,
which is more than one State. Over the
last 3 or 4 weeks, New Mexico has had
its share and then some. So I want to
talk about, first, a substitute that I am
going to offer, which the distinguished
Senator CRAIG understands I will offer.
I hope we can vote on both his sug-
gested amendment and the one I am of-
fering as a substitute.

But I think we have come to the con-
clusion—he and I and others—that if
we can pass the substitute today and
have it go to conference with the dis-
tinguished chairman and ranking mem-
ber supporting it in the manner that it
will receive support in the Senate—
which I think is rather overwhelming—
we will be satisfied that that is a good
day’s work and something that is very
important for the forests of our coun-
try, which many Senators don’t know
about because they don’t have any pub-
lic forests. But they can take it from a
group of us that the forests of the
United States, whether they are run by
the Forest Service or whether they are
run by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, are in terrible shape today.

Of course, there are people in the
country who can talk about how they
got that way. But I say to my good
friend from Illinois, I know he doesn’t
have time, but it would be a pleasure
to take him out to some areas sur-
rounding Santa Fe, NM, or the areas
that our good friend, Senator FEIN-
STEIN, will talk about in her State, or
that Senator BINGAMAN has observed as
he toured Los Alamos. The fire there
and the fire on the other side of the
State took almost 30,000 acres. It would
kind of pale in comparison to that in-
cendiary on the top of the hill that al-
most burnt down Los Alamos.

Let me tell you the reason we are of-
fering this substitute. It is because
there is an emergency existing in our
forests that has to do with cleaning up
the forest so that we can lower the
threshold for fire. Anybody paying at-
tention to the 48,000 acres that burned
around Los Alamos would quickly
come to the conclusion that the forest
was almost like a storage of gasoline
on the ground in barrels, and that when
a fire started, it was just like gasoline
burning because we never cleaned the
forest. All over the place were knocked
down trees with debris and trees that
were so close together that if they
started burning, it was just like the
wind. The wind was blowing at 35 to 45
miles an hour in both of our fires. With
the hazardous waste on the ground that
we never clean up because either we

don’t have enough money, or there are
certain people in the country who fight
even cleanup, where you take the small
logs in the forest and you take the kin-
dling that has been accumulating and
take it out of there and either control
burn it or let it be used by those who
can find usage for that kind of a re-
source.

So we have a substitute today that is
called the Hazardous Fuel Reduction
Act. We are asking the Senate to find
that an emergency exists out there in
our forests. I am very pleased to say
that a number of Senators concur that
there is an emergency and that we
ought to put some money up in the
state of emergency and get on with
cleaning up these forests.

I thank my cosponsors today. We
have done this without a lot of work
because I have to do this rather quick-
ly upon my return from New Mexico,
seeing that the city of Santa Fe, NM,
could possibly burn because the com-
munity is in direct contact with the
forest. The watershed for the city of
Santa Fe, which many people like to
visit, is right up in the mountains and
is filled with kindling and with haz-
ardous waste waiting to burn. So what
I have done is ask a few Senators to
join me today. I will quickly summa-
rize what we are doing.

The Senators who joined me are from
both sides of the aisle. On the Demo-
cratic side, we have Senator FEINSTEIN
and my colleague, Senator BINGAMAN.
On the Republican side, in addition to
myself, we have Senators KYL and
CRAIG. I am sure Senator CRAIG would
quickly indicate with me that if we
wanted to circulate it, we would get
many more Senators. The point is, we
want to get this disposed of on this bill
and not cause a great delay for the two
distinguished managers.

Let me say up front that we don’t
change any environmental laws. We
have worked at this, and we have had
everybody work at it. We have not
modified NEPA and we have not
changed any other laws of that type in
this measure. This measure will allow
the Secretaries of Agriculture and In-
terior to use all current authorities for
fuel reduction treatments. It will give
new authority for using grants and co-
operative agreements for fuel reduc-
tion.

It is at the sole discretion of the Sec-
retaries. There is nothing mandatory
about it, that they can provide jobs to
local people in the local communities
for fuel reduction activities.

In my State—which might be dif-
ferent from California—there is a very
huge built-up desire on the part of peo-
ple living in the rural communities of
New Mexico to want to join in partner-
ship through their communities and
put people to work helping to clean up
the forests.

There is nothing in this substitute
that says we are going to log the for-
ests. Yet if there is an opponent who
comes to the floor to argue against this
by some who do not want it, they will
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say it is just another way to log the
forests. If anybody says that, read the
amendment. I don’t choose to read it
today, but it does not do that. In clean-
ing the forest, they will cut some small
logs, but it will be pursuant to a plan
which will show that the primary rea-
son for all of this is to get rid of some
of that hazardous fuel that has been
piling up waiting to be burned.

In addition, the Secretaries will be
able to include in some of this work
nonprofits and cooperative groups,
such as the YCC, or other partnerships
and entities that will hire a high per-
centage of local folks. The Secretary
has to publish a list.

The other things were options and
discretionary. This one has to be pub-
lished by September 30, identifying all
urban wild land interfaces.

That is what we are worried about—
not the whole forest, the interface, the
communities at risk from wildfire, and,
identify where fuel reduction treat-
ment is going on, or will start by the
end of the year. Then by May they will
have to say why they have not and can-
not treat the rest of these communities
where the interface has occurred. For
any reasons not limited to lack of
funds, they will have to state why.

Finally, the Forest Service has to
publish its cohesive fire strategy,
which they have in draft form. They
haven’t published it. They will have to
publish it and simply explain—not
delay, but just explain—any differences
in current rulemaking and how the new
policy of closing roads could impact
with firefighting. I know they don’t
want to do this.

The truth is that is the only way the
public is going to find out how con-
flicts are occurring and whether they
should be resolved or whether we
should leave them lingering out there
in a state of combat, ending up almost
daily with lawsuits filed with one side
trying to beat the other with some se-
lect group of environmentalists in na-
ture most of the time filing these law-
suits.

I repeat that there is nothing that
exempts environmental, labor, or civil
rights laws. There is a lot of permissive
language in here and very little that is
mandatory.

But from what this Senator has seen
of the forests after these two enormous
fires, it is pretty obvious that the pro-
fessionals will want to employ these
techniques to get started where the
interface of communities with forests
have occurred to some major degree.
AMENDMENT NO. 3806 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3795, AS

MODIFIED

(Purpose: To protect communities from wild
land fire danger)

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMEN-
ICI) proposes an amendment numbered 3806 to
amendment No. 3795, as modified.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-

serted, insert the following:

TITLE —HAZARDOUS FUELS
REDUCTION

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT

For an additional amount for ‘‘Wildland
Fire Management’’ to remove hazardous ma-
terial to alleviate immediate emergency
threats to urban wildland interface areas as
defined by the Secretary of the Interior,
$120.3 million to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That the entire amount is
designated by the Congress as an emergency
requirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided
further, That the entire amount shall be
available only to the extent an official budg-
et request, that includes designation of the
entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement as defined by such Act, is
transmitted by the President to the Con-
gress.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

FOREST SERVICE

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT

For an additional amount for ‘‘Wildland
Fire Management’’ to remove hazardous ma-
terial to alleviate immediate emergency
threats to urban wildland interface areas as
defined by the Secretary of Agriculture, $120
million to remain available until expended:
Provided, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, that the entire amount shall be avail-
able only to the extent an official budget re-
quest, that includes designation of the entire
amount of the request as an emergency re-
quirement as defined by such Act, is trans-
mitted by the President to the Congress: Pro-
vided further, That:

(a) In expending the funds provided in any
Act with respect to any fiscal year for haz-
ardous fuels reduction, the Secretary of the
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture
may hereafter conduct fuel reduction treat-
ments on Federal lands using all contracting
and hiring authorities available to the Sec-
retaries. Notwithstanding Federal govern-
ment procurement and contracting laws, the
Secretaries may hereafter conduct fuel re-
duction treatments on Federal lands using
grants and cooperative agreements. Notwith-
standing Federal government procurement
and contracting laws, in order to provide em-
ployment and training opportunities to peo-
ple in rural communities, the Secretaries
may hereafter, at their sole discretion, limit
competition for any contracts, with respect
to any fiscal year, including contracts for
monitoring activities, to:

(1) local private, non-profit, or cooperative
entities;

(2) Youth Conservation Corps crews or re-
lated partnerships with state, local, and non-
profit youth groups;

(3) small or micro-businesses; or
(4) other entities that will hire or train a

significant percentage of local people to
complete such contracts.

(b) Prior to September 30, 2000, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the Secretary of
the Interior shall jointly publish in the Fed-

eral Register a list of all urban wildland
interface communities, as defined by the
Secretaries, within the vicinity of Federal
lands that are at risk from wildfire. This list
shall include:

(1) an identification of communities
around which hazardous fuel reduction treat-
ments are ongoing; and

(2) an identification of communities
around which the Secretaries are preparing
to begin treatments in calendar year 2000.

(c) Prior to May 1, 2001, the Secretary of
Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior
shall jointly publish in the Federal Register
a list of all urban wildland interface commu-
nities, as defined by the Secretaries, within
the vicinity of Federal lands and at risk
from wildfire that are included in the list
published pursuant to subsection (b) but that
are not included in paragraphs (b)(1) and
(b)(2), along with an identification of rea-
sons, not limited to lack of available funds,
why there are no treatments ongoing or
being prepared for these communities.

(d) Within 30 days after enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Agriculture shall pub-
lish in the Federal Register the Forest Serv-
ice’s Cohesive Strategy for Protecting Peo-
ple and Sustaining Resources in Fire-Adapt-
ed Ecosystems, and an explanation of any
differences between the Cohesive Strategy
and other related ongoing policymaking ac-
tivities including: proposed regulations re-
vising the National Forest System transpor-
tation policy; proposed roadless area protec-
tion regulations; the Interior Columbia
Basin Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement; and the Sierra Nevada
Framework/Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. The Sec-
retary shall also provide 30 days for public
comment on the Cohesive Strategy and the
accompanying explanation.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President and
fellow Senators, many of you for a
week or more watched on the nightly
news as the forests surrounding Los Al-
amos National Laboratory, America’s
most renowned scientific laboratory, in
spite of some of the negatives that
have come forth with reference to secu-
rity—that laboratory which has sup-
plied us with the very best by way of
science expertise and nuclear weapons
expertise, not the second best, but the
best for the entire era when it was
America versus the Soviet Union—we
watched each night as that fire got
closer and closer to that laboratory. In
fact, it burned some buildings, albeit
none were critical to the future of the
laboratory.

We watched it move literally huge
distances at night when the winds were
blowing. We watched it go from an ad-
joining forest called Bandelier Na-
tional Forest. We watched it grow from
a tiny spot where park people had
impropitiously started a fire to clear
away a piece of land. They started with
their torches, and there it went out of
control—48,000 acres, 440 residences
burned to the ground. When you go
back and look, you see that these for-
ests were in desperate need of being
cleaned so that the kindling on the sur-
face would be at a much, much lower
temperature.

That brought forth from this Senator
and others a very significant cry: Let’s
get on with doing some of this cleanup.
Let’s give them additional authority in
this bill and some emergency money.
Let’s see if we can get it done.
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I thank the cosponsors. I thank the

chairman for his attention and for his
giving me confidence to offer this
amendment because this is the appro-
priate vehicle. It is my hope that Sen-
ator SLADE GORTON will support this
measure before we are finished.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise to add my support to the amend-
ment of the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico. I think this amendment is
both needed and timely. It would pro-
vide emergency funding to address
what has become a very dangerous fuel
buildup on millions of acres of national
forests.

In April of this year, the General Ac-
counting Office released a report enti-
tled ‘‘Protecting People and Sustaining
Resources in Fire Adapted Ecosystems,
a Cohesive Strategy.’’ The underpin-
ning of this report is this comment:

The most expensive and serious problem
relating to the health of national forests in
the interior west is the over-accumulation of
vegetation.

The report goes on to say that
throughout much of the interior west,
dense vegetation and dead material is
continuing to accumulate. Each year
in the absence of treatment, more for-
ests become high risk, choked with
dense accumulations of small trees and
dead wood. These accumulations of fuel
and more damaging fires are more dan-
gerous and more costly to control, es-
pecially during drought years.

As the GAO report points out, many
experts attach a sense of urgency to
the management of these ecosystems.
Because of the high proportion of the
total area classified as high risk—in
this report it is what is called class 3—
combined with the fact that without
treatment more vegetation will grow
into these high-risk conditions, it is
apparent that time is running out for a
strategy to successfully avert high
cost/high loss consequences.

That is the backdrop for this amend-
ment. The amendment would provide
emergency funding to move ahead on
this program. Because dead and dying
and small-diameter trees and thick un-
derbrush have accumulated in our na-
tional forests, the possibility of serious
and highly destructive forest fires have
dramatically increased. Without any
action on our part, it is going to con-
tinue to increase in the future.

Senator DOMENICI, several of our col-
leagues, and I share the belief that we
have a true emergency on our hands.
The Forest Service has identified 24
million acres of land in the continental
United States as being at the absolute
highest level of catastrophic fire risk.
Almost fully one-third of this—7.8 mil-
lion acres—lies in California. That is
more than any other State.

Last year in my State—and we
counted it forest fire by forest fire—
over 700,000 acres of forest burned
down. Several people lost their lives
and dozens of structures were burned.
Seventy-thousand of these acres were

prime California spotted owl habitat in
the Lassen and Plumas Forests.

Last year, $365 million was spent na-
tionally by the Federal Government
putting out fires and rehabilitating the
land. Of this, $144 million, or approxi-
mately one-half of the U.S. total, was
spent in one State; that is, California.
I think the money would be much bet-
ter spent preventing fire rather than
cleaning up after that fire.

The entire Sierra Nevada mountain
range national forests continue to be
classified as the highest fire risk. This
includes the newly designated Sequoia
Monument, over 361,000 acres. It in-
cludes the Plumas and Lassen Forests
in and around Quincy, where forest
fires in the past have destroyed homes
and businesses and spotted owl habitat.
It includes areas such as the Lake
Tahoe Basin, where one-third of the
forests are either dead or dying. And
the probability of major fire conflagra-
tion remains and grows each year.
Such a fire would permanently destroy
the water quality of the lake.

Through the turn of the 20th century,
the U.S. population was predominantly
spread out and agrarian. Forest fires
burned naturally at fairly predictable
intervals, and they burned hot enough
to restrict encroaching vegetation and
prevent fuel from loading up on the
ground but not hot enough to kill old
growths. Forests in the United States
survived in this fashion for literally
thousands of years.

By the middle of the 20th century,
however, an increasing population
began to occupy new urban wild land
zones on what had once been forests.
Suddenly, forest fires had to be put out
or suppressed in order to protect the
surrounding communities. It seemed
intuitive to simply continue fighting
fires as they arose and leave the forests
untouched. So nothing was done to
groom the forests, to remove dead and
dying trees, to reduce undergrowth, to
prevent subsequent conflagrations.

What is called ‘‘fuel load’’ has grown
to astronomic proportions in many of
our national forests. Dead and dying
trees, which were no longer consumed
by fire, lingered while brush began to
build up at ground level. Newer, dif-
ferent species of trees, no longer stifled
by natural fire, began to crowd out
some of the older growth trees. Forests
became crowded and severely fire
prone.

Anyone who wants to look at that
should get a copy of this report. On
page 23 of the report it points out how
our forests have changed in species
composition and forest structure. The
first picture taken is the forest in 1909.
We see old growth trees; we see them
spaced; we see very little vegetation on
the ground. That is because there had
been these hot, fierce fires in the past.

Next is a 1948 photo of that same part
of the forest. We see changes. We see
changes in the species composition, the
structure, as fire had been excluded for
many years.

In a picture in 1990, the area is to-
tally dense and we cannot see through

it. At that time—and most of our for-
ests are like this now—we had an over-
abundance of vegetation. This stresses
the site and predisposes the area to in-
festation from pests, disease outbreaks,
and, of course, catastrophic fire.

That is where we are today.
It is evident to me that the Forest

Service’s decade-old policy of fire sup-
pression has failed. It is time to look
anew at how we can better manage our
forests.

In California, for example, fire-intol-
erant Douglas and white fir have grown
underneath old growth ponderosa pine.
What is the result? The newer firs,
which are not resistant to fire, create
potential fuel ladders that permit a fire
to reach the top, or what is called the
crown, of old growths for the first
time. Old growth pine which previously
was impervious to fire, since rarely did
a fire ever reach all the way up to its
crown—with this new fuel ladder, fire
threats to old growth pine have become
very real.

Drought periods have further
stressed the forests, predisposing them
to infestations of pests, disease, and of
course severe wildfire. The bark beetle
has gone through the Tahoe forests
like a forest fire. One can see miles of
forests standing dead after an infesta-
tion. The dead trees remain, year after
year after year.

California forests provide homes for
dozens of endangered and threatened
species, including the marbled
murrelet and the spotted owl. It is an
understatement to say that today the
risk of fire is the most serious threat
to these species. I really believe that to
be true. It may be the most immediate
short-term environmental threat our
western forests face. That is why this
amendment and this funding is so im-
portant. It is imperative that the For-
est Service use all available tools to
clean up the forests and reduce fire
risks.

The one-size-fits-all approach of the
Forest Service, I believe, must be
changed. Each forest is different. To-
pography is different, geography is dif-
ferent, climate is different, soils are
different, vegetation is different, the
kind and type of trees are different, in
different places throughout the United
States. What is proper stewardship for
a California forest may not be proper
stewardship in Pennsylvania or Alaska
or Montana. We have to look at the
area and look at the fire risk dif-
ferently. A flexibility of management
must be employed to fix the problem.
Dead and dying trees should be re-
moved. Overgrowth should be thinned.
Mechanical treatment and controlled
burns must each be used separately and
carefully in conjunction with each
other. If we don’t do this, incidents of
serious fire will only continue to in-
crease.

As I said, it is only a matter of time
before a cataclysmic fire strikes Lake
Tahoe, with potential loss of life, habi-
tat, and property. Already, run-off and
problems associated with erosion have
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threatened Lake Tahoe’s world-re-
nowned crystal blue waters. The last
time I was there, scientists told me
that if we don’t reverse the trend of eu-
trophication of the water, which re-
moves its clear crystal blue look, in 10
years it will be too late and we might
as well not bother. A serious fire could
make this happen even sooner.

This amendment helps provide fund-
ing to remove dead and dying trees
from Lake Tahoe National Forest
where almost one-third of that forest
today is dead or dying.

Last year, Senators REID, BOXER,
BRYAN, and Congressman DOOLITTLE,
Congressman GIBBONS, and I introduced
the Lake Tahoe Restoration Act to au-
thorize the necessary funding to deal
with this problem. It is very timely
that this bill will be marked up by the
Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee on Thursday and has al-
ready been marked up at the sub-
committee level in the House.

The Domenici-Feinstein amendment
could be used in that forest. It could al-
most be used in the Quincy area. In
1998, Congress overwhelmingly passed
the Quincy Library Group Project.

This legislation authorized a 5-year
demonstration project based on the for-
est management plan assembled by the
Quincy Library Group, a coalition of
local environmentalists, public offi-
cials, timber industry representatives,
and just plain concerned citizens who
came together in the Quincy Library so
they could not yell at each other, to re-
solve longstanding conflicts over tim-
ber management of national forests in
the area.

The project, which is only a pilot, is
to see if there is not a better way to
manage our forests by combining stra-
tegic fuel breaks with selected mechan-
ical thinning and controlled burn. I
have had some disagreements with the
Forest Service in the past over Quincy,
but I believe the project is back on
track and I am determined to see, if I
can, that funding is appropriated to
complete the project to the letter of
the law.

I want to quickly speak about one
other thing. One of the possibly most
cataclysmic fires could occur in the
newly designated Sequoia National
Monument. This is about 366,000 acres.
Once the monument was declared, two
timber mills closed down. I have been
working with the community in that
area to be able to put forward a re-
moval of hazardous fuels. These trees
are the largest trees in the world.
Around these large trees have built up
this dense underbrush, this fuel load
that I have spoken about. If this is not
removed, this underbrush creates the
kind of fuel ladder that can effectively
destroy the Sequoias.

The State of California additionally
has prepared an adaptive management
plan and had been working in the Se-
quoia area. What they showed was, as
you clear certain limited areas around
the giant Sequoias, that the giant Se-
quoias actually grew bigger and grew

fatter and were much healthier for it.
It is my hope that over the next few
years we can reduce the fuel loading on
24 million acres that the Forest Service
has identified as being at this level 3.
Level 3 is the most significant fire
threat. Then focus on the other 18 mil-
lion acres at jeopardy.

Let me just recount. One-third of all
of the national forests at catastrophic
fire level in the United States are in
the State of California. It is the entire
Sierra Nevada range, it is the Sequoia,
it is part of the Plumas and Lassen Na-
tional Forests, and of course the Tahoe
National Forest. There is, indeed, a lot
to be done if we are not only to protect
our endangered species but also protect
the property and the people who live in
these areas as well.

I think Senator DOMENICI’s legisla-
tion is timely. It is well thought out. I
think making this an emergency and
moving in the class 3 areas and being
able to remove this underbrush is a
major step forward in prudent forestry
management all throughout the West.

I thank the Senator. It was a delight
to work with him. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAPO). The Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I will take
a few moments to clarify where we are
because I think some of our colleagues
are slightly confused as to the amend-
ment I offered dealing with the
roadless area review and the FACA
committee process, and the amend-
ment our colleague from New Mexico
has offered, and the Senator from Cali-
fornia has just spoken to, dealing with
fuel reduction in our forests.

There is no doubt, what I was at-
tempting to do dealt specifically with
the roadless area rule specific to
whether there had been a violation of
the Federal Advisory Committee Act. I
was asking the Secretary to formulate
an advisory committee to review that.

I had visited with Senator DOMENICI
and several things came together that
I think are important for us to deal
with in the immediate. First of all,
there have already been two lawsuits
filed against this administration on the
Federal Advisory Committee Act proc-
ess as it relates to the roadless area re-
view process. We believe a judge will
make a decision on those two lawsuits,
as to their validity and their ripeness,
by mid-August. What is important here
is for the courts to clarify whether
FACA, as a law, is either real or dead
letter.

Let me explain that. This adminis-
tration has been accused and found in
violation of FACA on several occa-
sions. But the problem is, once the
court has made that determination,
the rule was already on the ground. So
it is like they violated the law, but so
what. The process is over with.

What the court will decide this time
is, Is FACA a law that should intervene
prior to a final rule and cause an ad-
ministrative agency to change its
course of direction or action prior to a
final rule? That is what will happen in
August.

I have decided it is important we do
not get in front of that ruling by the
courts. I think it is very important for
this Congress to know whether the law
it crafted, known as the Federal Advi-
sory Committee Act, is a dead letter or
if it is operative. Right now, based on
findings, it is a Catch-22: Yes, they vio-
lated the law but so what; the rule is
already in place.

That is not the intent of Congress.
The intent of Congress is to cause a
cause of action change in a rulemaking
process if the Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act has been violated.

Then enters the Los Alamos fire and
Senator BINGAMAN and Senator DOMEN-
ICI trying to resolve that particular cri-
sis of bad policy and bad decision-
making coming together to not only
create a catastrophic environmental
situation but also ultimately to cost
the taxpayers of this country $1 billion,
or somewhere near that. That is the tip
of an iceberg of a current forest health
problem to which the Senator from
California has spoken so clearly.

What the Senator from New Mexico
and the Senator from California saw,
witnessed, experienced, with hundreds
of lives and hundreds of families and
lives displaced——

Mr. DOMENICI. Thousands.
Mr. CRAIG. Is the nature of a cata-

strophic event that is in the nature of
forest health.

We now have 22 million acres of our
forested lands in crisis because of the
fuel loading that has been talked about
because of a management style of the
last 50 years. Yet there seems to be no
desire to deal with this on a construc-
tive, environmentally positive basis
that begins to remove that fuel.

The amendment of the Senator from
New Mexico, of which I am now a co-
sponsor, which is a substitute offered
to my amendment, goes at this prob-
lem in a very real and direct way. That
is why I think it is so important that
we move forward. I have been advised—
and I agree—we should allow the courts
to act on the Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act. We will find out whether
we have a real law or whether we have
a false law; whether it works or it does
not work. We will know that by mid-
August. If they rule otherwise, we have
either to come in and revise it or I
think the Congress should act and in-
tervene against the President in his
rulemaking process, outside the public
policymaking process of the Congress
itself. But in the meantime, there is no
question in my mind, with my activi-
ties, looking at the U.S. forest-man-
aged lands—last week I was in Great
Falls, MN. Last year, on July 4, they
had a 472,000-acre blowdown. There are
fuel loading problems in that State and
every other State in the Nation that
has public forested lands, that are phe-
nomenal in their nature.

Let me explain. The Senator from
New Mexico, Mr. DOMENICI, talked
about literally having barrels of gaso-
line on the ground, in equivalent Btus
of fire capability. It is believed that in
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these areas, 22 million acres, at least at
the top of the stack, that fuel loading
equivalency is nearly 10,000 gallons of
gasoline per acre in equivalent Btu or
firepower.

Yet our Forest Service and this ad-
ministration choose not to do anything
about it. If we are good stewards of the
land, we will not allow the stand-alter-
ing, environmentally crazy policy of
catastrophic fire of the kind in the for-
ests of New Mexico and the kind that
are burning across the West today to
be the policy of the management of our
forests.

I would be the first to tell you we
ought to reenter fire as a management
tool of the ecosystems of our forests,
but fire ought not enter an acre of land
that has 10,000 gallons of gasoline
stored in the form of slash and dead
and dying timber in equivalent Btu’s.
That we cannot tolerate, or it will
truly destroy the land as we know it,
the environment as we know it, the ri-
parian areas as we know them, and cer-
tainly habitat for any wildlife, let
alone any kind of constructive manage-
ment that would provide the needed
fiber for our public in home building,
paper, and so many materials we have
wisely used our forests for over the
years.

I support Senator DOMENICI, Senator
BINGAMAN, and Senator FEINSTEIN as a
cosponsor of this substitute. It is criti-
cally important.

In closing, in the substitute there is
an important analysis, and it is an
analysis that deals with the roadless
problem. If the amendment of the Sen-
ator from New Mexico becomes law, it
will cause the Forest Service to de-
velop a cohesive strategy for pro-
tecting people and sustaining resources
in fire-adaptive ecosystems; in other
words, a fire strategy to deal with
these kinds of fuel loadings. It would
then have to place that strategy
against the other rulemaking processes
that are underway.

One of those rulemaking processes is
the roadless area review or the roadless
area protection proposal, to see wheth-
er that proposal denies the Forest
Service the ability to manage these
lands to protect them from cata-
strophic fire. I find that an important
test and a necessary analysis of where
we are going and how we want to man-
age these lands.

It also causes them to look at the
areas of concern of the Senator from
California—the Sierra Nevada frame-
work and the Sierra Nevada draft plan
environmental impact statements. All
of those deserve to be examined in
light of the fire situation we have on
these public lands at this moment. We
cannot idly sit by and watch hundreds
of thousands, if not millions, of acres a
year burn in wildfires, destroying wild-
life habitat, destroying fiber that could
be constructively used and, most im-
portant, dramatically altering the eco-
systems of those areas that embody
these catastrophic fires.

I support the substitute. It is impor-
tant we stay in focus on the Federal

Advisory Committee Act. The courts
will rule in August, and then Congress
will be able to act according to that
ruling if, in fact, the courts have de-
cided the Federal Advisory Committee
Act is a dead letter in public law.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, first,

I commend my colleague, Senator
DOMENICI, for this amendment and indi-
cate I am very glad to be a cosponsor of
it. It is an important amendment
which is much needed in my State and
throughout much of the country.

The problem has been well described
by Senator DOMENICI, Senator FEIN-
STEIN, Senator CRAIG, and others. I do
not need to elaborate on that to a
great extent, except to say there are
many communities in our State of New
Mexico which genuinely feel threat-
ened because of the fact that they are
adjacent to our national forests and
the forests have been allowed to build
up underbrush in a way which makes
them a fire hazard—communities such
as Santa Fe and Los Alamos, which
have been mentioned, Ruidoso,
Cloudcroft, and Weed. I know my col-
league was visiting with citizens in the
small community of Weed, NM, about
this very issue. There is no question
the time has come when it needs to be
addressed, and this amendment will
allow us to do that on an emergency
basis. It is, as I said before, much need-
ed.

Let me give a little background.
Even before this year’s catastrophic
fires, which have really been a wake-up
call to all of us about the significance
of this problem, particularly the fire at
Los Alamos, the Cerro Grande fire, but
the Scott Able fire in the southern part
of New Mexico, the Cree fire in the
southern part of New Mexico, and the
Viveash fire in northern New Mexico—
we have had a series of fires. Over, I be-
lieve, 65,000 acres in my State have
burned so far this year. That does not
begin to approach the number of acres
perhaps in California, as cited by the
Senator from California, but it is a
great many acres for our State consid-
ering the amount of forests we have.
Well over 400 homes have been de-
stroyed in our State. So the problem is
very real.

Last year, in the first session of this
Congress, I was very pleased that, on a
bipartisan basis, Senator DOMENICI and
I cosponsored a bill, S. 1288, entitled
the Community Forest Restoration Act
which attempted a demonstration
project in New Mexico to begin dealing
with this problem of the urban wild
land interface, to begin thinning of for-
est areas near these communities.

In putting this legislation together,
we were able to get the cooperation not
only of the communities themselves
but of many of the groups which take a
great interest in the health of our na-
tional forests, including several of the
major environmental groups. I thought
this was major progress. The bill

passed the Senate unanimously. It
went to the House of Representatives.
It has been marked up in sub-
committee. It will go to the full com-
mittee next week.

This legislation was very small. It
was a demonstration project. It was
aimed only at New Mexico commu-
nities, but it set a good precedent for
the type of thing we are talking about,
where the Forest Service and the other
Federal land management agencies
could make grants available to com-
munity groups to deal with this prob-
lem in a very real and responsible way.

I particularly appreciate the state-
ment Senator DOMENICI made in his
presentation that this amendment, to
provide substantial additional funding
to the land management agencies to
deal with the problem, does not involve
any change in environmental laws.

Also, this amendment does not in-
volve any change in NEPA, the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act. This
does not waive that law. This amend-
ment is consistent with those laws. We
are providing resources and directing
that a substantial effort take place to
deal with this problem around the com-
munities that are adjacent to our na-
tional forests. It is very important that
this happen.

I want to have printed in the RECORD
three documents that are important as
background. One is a letter that the
New Mexico delegation sent to Mike
Dombeck, the Chief of the Forest Serv-
ice, on May 19 of this year, urging that
the Forest Service come forward with a
proposal for how they will begin to ad-
dress this problem. The second docu-
ment is a response by Chief Dombeck
to me on the subject. And the third is
a followup response to Senator DOMEN-
ICI from Chief Dombeck, also alluding
to what the Forest Service thought
they could do to address this very real
problem.

I ask unanimous consent that these
three letters be printed in the RECORD
at the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit 1.)
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let

me mention one other aspect of this
which I think is significant, and that is
the Forest Service has a program
called a Cooperative Fire Protection
Program which they try to use to edu-
cate people who own homes in or near
the forests and also to work with peo-
ple who have private homes in our for-
ests, that are private property, so the
benefits of some of this clearing, some
of this thinning we are talking about
can also be realized by the people who
have those homes, and those homes can
be better protected as a result.

One thing that became obvious to me
as a result of the Los Alamos fire was
that there had been a thinning that
had taken place around the laboratory
itself, around many of the structures of
the Los Alamos National Laboratory;
and because of that, because of that
thinning activity, there was a dramatic
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reduction in the fire risk to those fa-
cilities. We had much less damage
there than we wound up having in the
town of Los Alamos, where, of course,
no similar thinning or no similar fire
risk reduction activities had occurred.

I think it is very important that we
try to take what we have learned about
how to reduce the risks of fire and
apply that in a responsible way, and do
so as soon as possible.

For that reason, I am very pleased to
see this amendment being considered.
Again, I compliment my colleague for
proposing the amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
EXHIBIT 1

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOREST SERVICE,

Washington, DC, June 16, 2000.
Hon. PETE DOMENICI.
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR DOMENICI: With the Senate
in final stages of completing the fiscal year
2000 emergency supplemental appropriation,
I want to provide you with the information
you requested on Forest Service capability
to significantly reduce the risk of cata-
strophic fire in wildland-urban interface
areas.

I know you agree that the tragic fires in
New Mexico and those currently burning in
Colorado, are focusing our attention on the
critical need to reduce hazardous fuels
throughout the national forests and particu-
larly areas adjacent to urban interface areas.
The emergency supplemental appropriation
gives us an opportunity to immediately take
action to avoid similar fire disasters in the
future.

Enclosed is information identifying agency
capability to respond in the immediate and
near future based on estimates for com-
pleting environmental assessment work.
This work can be accomplished within exist-
ing authorities. We have established pro-
jected implementation based on the date
that all planning under the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act, Endangered Species
Act and other statutes will be completed:
Acres: Implementation date

59,722 ............................ (1)
189,098 .......................... 12/31/2000
291,575 .......................... 09/30/2001

1 Currently ready.
I want to be sure that as the supplemental

bill moves through the appropriations proc-
ess, you have all the information you need to
provide focus on the need to address this
critical issue without letting the legislation
get overburdened and consequently threat-
ened by other agendas. My staff and I are
ready to respond in order to assure you have
all necessary information available.

MIKE DOMBECK, Chief.
WILDLAND URBAN INTERFACE HAZARDOUS FUEL

TREATMENT PROJECTS

Listed below are the acres by Region
grouped by the date all NEPA, ESA, review,
and other planning actions will be completed
and the projects will be completed and the
projects will be ready for implementation.
For the last two groups, planning is well un-
derway and may be completed prior to the
date listed. Includes all costs for implemen-
tation and monitoring.

Region Acres Implementa-
tion cost

ALL PROJECT PLANNING COMPLETED—IMPLEMENTATION CAN BEGIN
IMMEDIATELY

1 ................................................................. 14,483 $2,425,000
2 ................................................................. 5,000 1,400,000
3 ................................................................. 16,085 3,981,000
5 ................................................................. 8,700 2,267,000
6 ................................................................. 3,350 844,000
8 ................................................................. 7,600 2,830,000
9 ................................................................. 4,504 1,404,000

Region Acres Implementa-
tion cost

Total ....................................................... 59,722 15,151,000

ALL PROJECT PLANNING WILL BE COMPLETED BY 12/31/2000.
1 ................................................................. 34,150 2,050,000
2 ................................................................. 7,000 1,800,000
3 ................................................................. 56,126 19,380,000
5 ................................................................. 4,869 2,866,000
6 ................................................................. 35,969 4,787,000
8 ................................................................. 27,970 9,422,000
9 ................................................................. 23,014 3,106,000

Total ....................................................... 189,098 43,411,000

ALL PROJECT PLANNING WILL BE COMPLETED BY 9/30/2001
1 ................................................................. 34,150 9,415,000
2 ................................................................. 18,500 5,125,000
3 ................................................................. 140,270 21,201,000
5 ................................................................. 25,215 6,964,000
6 ................................................................. 52,535 7.315,000
8 ................................................................. 9,080 3,335,000
9 ................................................................. 11,825 3,401,000

Total ....................................................... 291,575 56,756,000

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
FOREST SERVICE,

Washington, DC, May 23, 2000.
Hon. JEFF BINGAMAN,
U.S. Senate, Senate Hart Office Building,

Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATOR BINGAMAN: Thank you for

your letter dated May 19, 2000. Like you, I
am deeply concerned about the potential for
unnaturally intense, catastrophic fires and
their impact on communities in New Mexico
and throughout the United States. The
events of recent weeks make clear that we
cannot stand by idly and allow the health of
our forest and grassland ecosystems to dete-
riorate to the point that they cannot provide
basic ecological services and pose a risk to
the safety of our communities.

Unhealthy forest ecosystems evolved
through decades of past management and
fire suppression. Restoring their health and
resiliency and protecting our communities
from unnaturally severe wildland fires will
take many years. That reality, however, is
no excuse for inaction.

If emergency funds were made available,
we would limit their use to the urban-
wildland interface or within designated mu-
nicipal watersheds that are determined to be
at highest risk of unnaturally occurring cat-
astrophic fire. Our activities would focus on
the least controversial areas by concen-
trating on restoring fire-dependent eco-
systems and reducing fire risks adjacent to
wildland urban interface areas. We would de-
fine urban-wildland interface in one of the
two following ways:

Where urban or suburban populations are
directly adjacent to unpopulated areas char-
acterized by wildland vegetation. (Urban and
suburban areas are defined as places where
population densities exceed 400 people per
square mile of area.)

Where people and houses are scattered
through areas characterized by wildland
vegetation. These are areas where population
density is from 40 to 400 people per square
mile.

Treatment methods to minimize fire risk
and restore land health in the interface areas
would include: thinning, removal or over-ac-
cumulated vegetation and dead fuels, pre-
scribed fire, and fuel breaks. All required
project level planning, monitoring, consulta-
tion, and implementation would be included
in our vegetation treatments. Our objective
would be to leave forested areas in the inter-
face in a range of stand densities that more
fully represent healthy forest conditions.

Priority for treatment will be given to
interface areas that historically experienced
low intensity, high frequency fire and where
current conditions favor uncharacteristi-
cally intense fires.

Projects may also be undertaken in other
fire regimes where threats to populations or
their water supplies are acute.

We would ensure that additional appropria-
tions are spent in a manner that maximizes

on-the-ground accomplishments and mini-
mizes controversy, delay, and litigation. For
example, projects would be implemented
using service contracts that hire local peo-
ple, volunteers and Youth Conservation
Corps members, or by using Forest Service
work crews, where appropriate. Where tree
removal is necessary to reduce fire risks,
these emergency appropriations would only
be used to remove trees that are under 12
inches in diameter. Merchantable material
that is generated as a byproduct of vegeta-
tive treatments could be sold under a sepa-
rate contract to local industry or the public.
We must also monitor our progress and re-
port our results to Congress and the Amer-
ican people to demonstrate our account-
ability.

The type of program I describe will lead to
demonstrable results and improvements in
the near future. I must make clear, however,
that a one-year emergency appropriation
will not remedy what ails our forests and
threatens our communities. We must fund
and build a constituency for active forest
restoration based on ecological principles.
For example, we can partner with local com-
munities to reduce fuel hazards, improve
building codes, and suggest fire resistant
landscaping to reduce fire risk. Such efforts
can reduce insurance premiums, prevent
wildland fires from destroying homes, reduce
costs associated with fire suppression, and
protect our treasured forests.

We expect to soon release a strategy to
more broadly address wildland fire risks
across National Forest System lands. We
need a sustained level of funding to ensure
that we can restore fire-dependent eco-
systems and protect the lives and property of
people in our communities. Restoring our
forests not only makes our communities
safer, it provides jobs—high paying, quality,
family wage jobs.

Thank you for your continued interest in
the health of our lands and the well-being of
our communities.

Sincerely,
MIKE DOMBECK, Chief.

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 19, 2000.

Dr. MICHAEL DOMBECK,
Chief, Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agri-

culture, Washington, DC.

DEAR MIKE: As you know, fires in New
Mexico over the past week have burned more
than 65,000 acres in New Mexico and de-
stroyed well over 400 homes. While we com-
mend Forest Service efforts to assist in pro-
tecting the lives of New Mexico’s citizens,
their property, and the public’s resources, we
are deeply concerned about the potential for
future, unnaturally intense, catastrophic
fires and their impact on communities in
New Mexico and throughout the West.

The events of the past two weeks in New
Mexico demonstrate that we cannot simply
allow ‘‘nature to take its course.’’ The risks
to our communities, Native American re-
sources, and public resources are too great.
We must take action to protect our commu-
nities and the forest resources upon which
they depend. Inaction is not an option.

In order to provide adequate, or poten-
tially additional, funding to assist the For-
est Service in proactively addressing the
risk of catastrophic wildland fires that can
threaten communities in the West, as well as
the health of our lands and waters, we need
your assistance. A good first step in pro-
viding us with the information we need is
the release of the Forest Service report on
the subject currently under review by OMB.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 03:10 Jul 13, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00029 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G12JY6.083 pfrm01 PsN: S12PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES6514 July 12, 2000
In addition, we would like you to address

what actions the Forest Service can under-
take to minimize catastrophic fire in the
wildland-urban interface; identify appro-
priate size limitations for thinning of trees;
and provide information about specific con-
tractual arrangements that should be em-
ployed to most effectively address the risk of
wildland fire in the urban-wildland interface.

Thank you for your continued interest in
the safety of communities and the health of
our lands and waters. We look forward to
your prompt response.

Sincerely,
JEFF BINGAMAN.
PETE DOMENICI.
TOM UDALL.
HEATHER WILSON.
JOE SKEEN.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
would like to call up amendment No.
3790.

Mr. GORTON. This one is not done
yet.

Mr. DOMENICI. I believe we have not
finished this amendment yet.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
call up my amendment and to then de-
bate it at a later time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, if the
Senator would yield, I think there are
just two more relatively brief speakers,
and we can then finish this amend-
ment.

Mr. SESSIONS. I would set this
amendment aside, but I have to go. I
could come back, I suppose.

Mr. GORTON. Then, if it is brief, why
don’t you go ahead, I suppose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the Senator’s unanimous
consent request?

The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered.

The Senator from Alabama may pro-
ceed to call up his amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 3790

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds for the
publication of certain procedures relating
to gaming procedures)
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I call

up amendment No. 3790.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read

as follows:
The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SESSIONS],

for himself and Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. ENZI, Mr.
LUGAR, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. REID,
Mr. INHOFE, and Mr. BAYH, proposes an
amendment numbered 3790.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 225, between lines 11 and 12, insert

the following:
SEC. . None of the funds made available

in this Act may be used to publish Class III
gaming procedures under part 291 of title 25,
Code of Federal Regulations.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the debate on

this amendment be set aside pending
the time that Senator CAMPBELL and
others would be here to debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment will be set aside until such time.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon.
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, for some

time now the Senate has been debat-
ing, somewhat interchangeably, two
issues; one involves protection for
roadless areas and the other involves
the important issue of fire prevention.

I would like to take just a minute or
2 to discuss each one of these so that it
is clear where we are with respect to
this debate.

The original amendment offered by
the senior Senator from Idaho, Mr.
CRAIG, my longtime colleague on the
Forestry Subcommittee, would have, in
effect, presented the Senate with a ref-
erendum on the President’s roadless
proposal, a major environmental ini-
tiative, certainly supported by millions
of Americans. There have been more
than 180 public meetings on this
roadless initiative, and more than
500,000 comments. This is certainly the
centerpiece of the President’s environ-
mental agenda.

So had we been presented here in the
Senate with an up-or-down vote on this
roadless proposal, despite my friend-
ship with the Senator from Idaho, I
would have had to oppose that original
amendment strongly. To me, the Presi-
dent’s proposal on roadless areas
makes sense for one reason: Protecting
additional unspoiled areas can produce
gains for fish runs across this country,
as well as improving habitat and wa-
tershed quality. These environmental
gains outweigh the benefits of commer-
cial development on these particular
lands.

A lawsuit is pending in Federal court
concerning the FACA issue as related
to the roadless initiative. Certainly
Congress should allow the judicial
process to operate without inter-
ference.

Several of my colleagues have noted
that oral arguments are going to be
heard on August 7 in that lawsuit.
There will be plenty of time for the
Senate to act with respect to any
issues involving the Federal Advisory
Committee. But I say, as the ranking
Democrat on the Forestry Sub-
committee, I think it would be a great
mistake for the Senate to, in effect,
ashcan the President’s roadless area
proposal. Fortunately, the Senate is
not going to be asked to vote up or
down on that issue today.

I have, for some time, along with a
number of other colleagues, pursued an
effort to modernize our policy with re-
spect to both road and roadless areas.
There is much that we can do that pro-
tects both habitat and also resource-
dependent communities. But to have
had a referendum on the President’s
roadless area proposal today, with a
lawsuit pending, and with millions of

Americans in support of that proposal,
would have been, in my view, a very se-
rious mistake.

Now we are presented with a sub-
stitute proposal, initiated by the two
Senators from New Mexico, involving
fire prevention. At this point, we are
talking about something very different
than the original Craig proposal. We
are talking about an effort to protect
homes and businesses, and, by the way,
habitat as well.

I want it understood for the record
that this amendment is not going to af-
fect the completion of the roadless
area initiative. That is why I am
pleased to be able to say that I intend
to support this fire prevention initia-
tive. Again, this new amendment does
not affect the roadless area proposal.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I com-
pliment my friend from Oregon because
everything he said speaks for me.

I will be brief, but I think it is impor-
tant that I put some comments into
the RECORD because I have a sense that
perhaps Senator CRAIG may be back
with a similar amendment at another
time, and I think it is important to lay
the groundwork for why I would not
support it at that time.

I do support what Senators DOMENICI
and BINGAMAN have brought us. I com-
pliment them for bringing this to us. I
know they have been very careful not
to do anything in this amendment that
would, in fact, stop any environmental
rules from going forward, in particular
the roadless rule that we are in the
midst of promulgating.

I will be supporting the Domenici-
Bingaman amendment. I am pleased in
the way it has been presented. It is, in
fact, a substitute for the Craig amend-
ment.

Let me ask my friend from New Mex-
ico, does he want to have the floor?

Mr. DOMENICI. No, thank you, I say
to the Senator.

Mrs. BOXER. All right.
Mr. President, I have such a good

feeling about Interior appropriations
bills. My friend, Senator BYRD, and
Senator DOMENICI and Senator GORTON
have worked hard on this Interior bill.

For California it is so important. It
is wonderful. I just got a reminder note
from Senator BYRD on the wonderful
things in this bill, for which I thank
my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle. Funding for the historic Presidio,
for Lake Tahoe, so many others, the
Manzanar historical site. For those of
you who may not remember, it was the
site where Japanese-Americans were
essentially interned. We are going to
make a monument out of it.

So when I see an antienvironmental
rider come on this beautiful bill, it is
always distressing because, to me, the
Interior appropriations bill, it seems to
me, should be a positive statement of
good things that we are doing for the
environment.
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So when I heard a rumor that Sen-

ator CRAIG would offer his amendment,
I decided at that time I would try to
talk the Senate out of adopting it. And
this has become unnecessary.

So let me quickly say, I am pleased
that what is before us does nothing to
stop this roadless policy from going
into effect.

As Senator WYDEN has stated, there
have been countless meetings on it.
The fact is, the roadless areas are the
remaining gems of a forest system that
has been degraded by centuries of log-
ging and other types of heavy use. If we
look at the big picture, we are really
talking only about setting aside 2 per-
cent of all our land in this country as
roadless areas. What an important
thing that is for us to do because it
will in fact preserve our beautiful,
priceless environment for future gen-
erations and preserve the fishing indus-
try, stop erosion. It is a very important
environmental initiative.

So there is no misunderstanding, we
know there are many inroads into
these roadless areas. In the next 5
years alone, we are going to see more
than 1,000 miles of roads inventoried.
We are moving into these pristine
areas.

At some point, we have to say enough
is enough in terms of destruction of
our natural wilderness and our wonder-
ful natural heritage. I think the U.S.
Forest Service has taken a bold and
positive step forward with its effort. I
am very glad that nothing in this bill
will stop them.

Let me cite a couple of poll numbers.
A recent poll done by some pollsters
from the other side of the aisle found
that 76 percent of the public supports
the protection of roadless areas, and in
my home State, asking Republicans
and Democrats that question, 76 per-
cent of Californians support roadless
policies.

We have editorials that I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the San Francisco Chronicle, Oct. 15,

1999]
CLINTON SEEKS LEGACY OF FOREST

PROTECTION

In recent years, the Clinton administration
has been pushing for a more balanced na-
tional forest policy, with a group of timber-
oriented congressional leaders resisting
every step of the way.

The administration’s approach, under U.S.
Forest Service Chief Mike Dombeck, was
hardly radical. It was entirely consistent
with the preservationist vision of President
Theodore Roosevelt at the turn of the cen-
tury when he greatly expanded the amount
of national forest. It certainly jibes with the
views of most Americans that conservation
should get greater priority on public land.

President Clinton this week took a bold
step toward cementing those values by pro-
tecting about 40 million acres of U.S. forest
land from road building. The proposal would
effectively halt logging and mining in those
still-pristine areas. About 4 million of the
acres are in California, including significant
parts of the Sierra Nevada.

The timber industry, predictably, howled.
‘‘These are not the king’s lands, they are

the serfs’ lands, they are the people’s lands,’’
said Sen. Larry Craig, R-Idaho, arguing that
Congress should decide forest policy. In a let-
ter to Dombeck, he argued that the Clinton
plan would limit forest access.

The Clinton plan will not curtail access to
any of the 380,000 miles of logging roads in
national forests—about eight times the
length of the interstate highway system.
These roads, typically dirt trails wide
enough to accommodate a tractor-trailer,
have often contributed to erosion, creek
sedimentation and other environmental
problems.

This modest but essential effort to curtail
further intrusion into the nation’s forests
will not spell doom and gloom for the timber
industry. Less than 5 percent of timber cut
in the U.S. comes from national forests, and
less than 5 percent of that volume comes
from roadless areas.

It is important to note that the Clinton
plan is not a done deal; it is the first step in
a regulatory process that could take more
than a year and most certainly will be influ-
enced by public input.

Notably missing from the president’s elo-
quent call to conservation was a commit-
ment to include Alaska’s Tongass National
Forest, the nation’s biggest and the heart of
the world’s largest remaining expanse of
coastal temperate rain forest. Tongass has
been a major battleground for lawsuits and
legislation over logging in an area with
healthy populations of grizzly bears, bald ea-
gles and salmon.

These are the people’s lands, natural treas-
ures, and Americans who care about con-
servation must ensure their voices are heard
in what promises to be a contentious proc-
ess.

[From The Sacramento Bee, Oct. 22, 1999]
FIGHT OVER FORESTS—WHICH PUBLIC LANDS

SHOULD REMAIN ROADLESS?
President Clinton used the Shenandoah

Valley as the vista for his recent announce-
ment to seek permanent protections for up
to 40 million acres of pristine, roadless na-
tional forests. A more appropriate backdrop
would have been somewhere between a rock
and a hard place. Seeking to manufacture a
legacy of forest protection in his remaining
months in office, Clinton faces an uphill
struggle.

The president and Congress are supposed to
work together to pass laws that protect for-
ests as wilderness. This is how approxi-
mately 34 million acres of the 191 million
acre national forest system are now offi-
cially protected with the wilderness designa-
tion. These 40 million acres that are the tar-
get of Clinton’s new effort are not now le-
gally designated as wilderness, yet function
in nature as such. There are no roads on
these lands—each of 5,000 acres or greater—
and in many cases they are adjacent to a
designated wilderness area.

The Republican-led Congress, beholden on
this issue to an extractionist ideology, is
simply incapable of working with the presi-
dent on wilderness issues, with the sole nota-
ble exception of an emerging bipartisan ef-
fort in western Utah. A compromise that
could serve multiple interests—additions to
wilderness areas in return for additional cer-
tainty on other lands for timber harvests—is
not possible in this political environment. As
Republicans use riders attached onto appro-
priation bills to thwart forestry planning ef-
forts, many environmental groups have
taken up the call for no logging whatsoever
on any public lands. The average American,
meanwhile, uses more paper products than
anybody else on Earth.

As Clinton wades into this ideological war,
he has few options. Legally, the strategy
with the best chance of permanency is to em-
body new protections for roadless areas with-
in an environmental impact statement that
offers a scientific basis for the action.

The strategy may prove to be a long shot.
On forestry issues in the Sierra, for example,
the administration has been unable since
1993 to finish an environmental impact state-
ment that offers final guidelines on how to
protect the California spotted owl. Courts,
meanwhile, have stalled Clinton’s logging
strategy for national forests in the Pacific
Northwest. Environmental groups success-
fully challenged the adequacy of the environ-
mental impact statements, which did not in-
clude surveys for certain rare species such as
mollusks.

Ironically, the very legal techniques used
by roadless advocates to challenge logging
plans will be handy weapons to attack Clin-
ton’s roadless plan—if the Forest Service
manages to produce the environmental docu-
mentation before he leaves office. There’s
not much time left to count mollusks on 40
million acres of roadless America. In the for-
ests, the biologists better start counting.
And in Washington, leaders on both sides of
the aisle should contemplate a bipartisan ap-
proach to forestry policy.

[From the New York Times]
CLINTON’S LEGACY AS PRESERVATIONIST?

For someone who paid no attention to en-
vironmental issues during his first year in
office, Bill Clinton may wind up with an im-
pressive legacy as a preservationist. In addi-
tion to his earlier programs to restore the
Everglades and to protect Yellowstone, the
forests of the Pacific Northwest and the red-
woods in California, the president recently
set in motion a plan that would, in effect,
create 40 million acres of new wilderness by
blocking road building in much of the na-
tional forest.

In recent months, his secretary of the inte-
rior, Bruce Babbitt, has been exploring the
possibility of additional action under the An-
tiquities Act of 1906, a little-known statute
that allows presidents, by executive order, to
protect public lands from development by
designating them as national monuments. If
used intelligently, the act offers Clinton a
useful tool to set aside vulnerable public
lands before he leaves office.

Because it allows a president to act on his
own authority and without engaging Con-
gress, the Antiquities Act is an attractive
weapon to any president whose time is run-
ning out and who wishes to quickly enlarge
his environmental record.

In 1978, President Jimmy Carter designated
15 monuments in Alaska, which in turn ac-
celerated passage of a bill that added 47 mil-
lion acres in Alaska to the national park
system. Near the end of his first term, Clin-
ton created the Grand Staircase-Escalante
national monument on 1.7 million unpro-
tected acres in Utah.

In the last 93 years, all but three presi-
dents—Richard Nixon, Ronald Reagan and
George Bush—have designated at least one
national monument. There are now more
than 100.

Congress has never revoked a designation,
though it has the power to do so, and some
monuments have become revered national
parks, like the Grand Canyon. Yet Congress
has never really liked the law because it so
clearly gives the president the upper hand.

All it can do is rescind a designation,
which is politically difficult. After Clinton’s
Grand Staircase-Escalante designation in
1996, a bill requiring congressional approval
of any designation exceeding 5,000 acres
passed the House, but died in the Senate.
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Babbitt is considering a dozen sites. The

largest is one million acres on the North
Rim of the Grand Canyon. Others include the
Missouri Breaks, along 140 miles of the Mis-
souri River in Montana, and hundreds of
thousands of acres in Arizona, Colorado,
California and Oregon.

All the projects are worthy, but as a mat-
ter of caution he and the President need to
winnow the list to sites most deserving of
immediate protection. Western Republicans,
complaining about a federal ‘‘land grab,’’ are
looking for any excuse to revive their attack
on the act, which has survived in part be-
cause it has been used sparingly.

Overuse could also divert support from
even broader open-space initiatives, includ-
ing what is expected to be another serious
push to seek $1 billion annually in perma-
nent financing for the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund.

Within these limitations, there is no rea-
son not to use the act, a statute with an hon-
orable history that has produced illustrious
results.

[From the Ventura County Sunday Star,
Nov. 7, 1999]

PRESCRIPTION FOR FOREST HEALTH PROBABLY
WOULD KILL THE PATIENT

(By Arthur D. Partridge)
The Clinton administration’s recent pro-

posal to protect roadless areas in our na-
tional forests is already under attack in Con-
gress. One often-repeated objection is that
roads are needed for logging, logging is nec-
essary for a healthy forest, and our forests
are suffering a health crisis. As prescriptions
go, this one verges on quackery.

The term ‘‘forest health’’ is so poorly un-
derstood and defined nowadays that it’s vir-
tually useless. When first coined, in 1932, it
referred solely to insects and tree diseases.
Now people use it to encompass fire, storms,
or virtually anything. But all of the data,
both from the Forest Service and studies by
many forestry researchers including me, in-
dicate there’s been no change in the real con-
dition of our forests, other than through ex-
cess and ill-advised logging.

In terms of disease and insects, there has
been no difference in true forest health for at
least 50 years. In fact, a report from the U.S.
Forest Service indicated that between 1952
and 1992 the amount of damage from disease,
insects and all other major causes—including
fire—was less than 1 percent of the standing
commercial timber throughout the United
States. And the numbers stayed at those lev-
els the entire time, with no ups and downs.
The same thing is true of both public and
private lands.

* * * * *
Unfortunately, this basic reality often gets

distorted in order to accomplish some kind
of cutting plan. In the Pacific Northwest, for
instance, we hear that in many regions the
Douglas fir is threatened by bark beetles.
But when we go to those areas and inves-
tigate, we find that a significant problem
just doesn’t exist. There are some beetles, all
right, but the overall beetle population is in
decline and the amount of damage is ex-
tremely low. Of course if you only look for
trees with beetles, you’ll find them. But in
the whole forest the mortality rates hover
around the historical rates of 1 to 2 percent.
And this is true of root diseases and other
pests, of different species of trees, and in dif-
ferent areas of the country.

Claiming harm to forest health is merely
an excuse to log, but logging in the roadless
areas is plain foolishness. The reason they
weren’t logged long ago is that early loggers
knew there was little worthwhile timber in
these areas.

* * * * *

Widespread clearcutting has also brought
changes in the water cycles, creating rapid
runoff and melting during the spring, leaving
little available water during the summer,
when it’s needed most. Even the local weath-
er has been affected: If you change the struc-
ture of the forest, you change wind patterns
and rainfall as well.

In spite of this, I’m more optimistic than I
was 15 years ago. Back then, nobody would
listen to such concerns. All they could think
about was the product and not the results of
producing that product. Now even the indus-
try is more sensitive to what it’s doing, and
it’s changing some logging practices.

We need to continue to improve the way
we maintain our forests. If we cut timber, we
have to do it more gently than in the past.
And we have to stop using wrong-headed ex-
cuses like ‘‘forest health’’ to log in the few
and fragmented remaining roadless areas
that America still treasures. If we destroy
such areas through needless incursion, we
will leave our descendants far poorer than
justified by the small immediate profits, and
they will wonder what sort of physicians
made such poor judgments about health.

[From the Central and East County Contra
Costa Times, Oct. 26, 1999]
FORESTS NEED PROTECTION

President Clinton has directed the U.S.
Forest Service to produce an environmental
impact statement and develop a proposal
that potentially will protect more than 40
million roadless acres of its 155 national for-
ests and 20 grasslands. Reactions from the
two most vocal sides insist Clinton has
erred, but he is moving in the right direc-
tion.

The timber industry is angry about losing
future access to these woods. Where will its
product come from? Hmm. Well, probably
the same place it comes from now—and
that’s not primarily federal forests. Only 5
percent of the annual timber load comes
from national land and only 5 percent of that
comes from areas that could come under pro-
tection. Besides, the 380,000 miles of road al-
ready in forests—more miles than the inter-
state system—will still be usable.

That the plan provides for only 40 million
acres and only inventoried, roadless areas
5,000 acres or larger upsets many environ-
mentalists, as does not including Alaska’s
Tongass Forest. The heart of the world’s
largest remaining expanse of coastal tem-
perate rainforest, Tongass is under siege, its
supporters feel. Logging does take place in
specified areas, and efforts to increase cut
levels in Tongass are already in progress.
Supporters feel an urgent need for more fed-
eral protection and were intensely worried
when this proposal that excludes Tongass
was chosen by Clinton.

The plan also deals almost strictly with
road-building; it will prohibit it, which ham-
pers development. Environmentalists would
of course like the regulation to stop logging,
mining, many kinds of recreation and other
exploitation.

Clinton went with what was the weakest of
his choices of plans, particularly making no
rule to protect wildlife, to avoid needing
congressional approval. His is an effort to
have something happen instead of nothing.
Part of the proposal also calls for a 60-day
(only about 45 days to go now) public review
and comment process, and all sides are hop-
ing your voice will make a difference on
what the final plan becomes. (Send com-
ments to: U.S. Forest Service-CAET, Attn:
Roadless Areas NOI, P.O. Box 221090, Salt
Lake City, UT 84122.)

We encourage you to support this effort.
Only about 18 percent of the 192 million acres
of federal forests are now protected from de-

velopment. Roadless areas are reference
areas for research, bulwarks against invasive
species, and as aquatic strongholds for fish
as well as vital habitat and migration routes
for wildlife species, especially those requir-
ing large home ranges. Tongass by merit of
its uniqueness should be included in any plan
that will protect it.

We also would like to see forest lands re-
main untouched where they can so that they
will still be around for centuries to come and
our children won’t have to explain to their
grandchildren what forests were.

Mrs. BOXER. These editorials are in
favor of roadless protections. The two
Senators from New Mexico have offered
us a great service because they have es-
sentially, by their amendment, stopped
us from a very controversial amend-
ment that was antienvironment, that
the administration would have been
very opposed to, and may well have
caused a veto of this bill. I thank them
again.

I say to my friend from Idaho, Sen-
ator CRAIG, I hope he will not bring
this back to us. I think it would drive
a wedge into the heart of our environ-
mental heritage. I hope that will not
happen.

I yield the floor.
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I rise in sup-

port of the amendment to add $240 mil-
lion to the budgets of the Bureau of
Land Management and the Forest
Service for fuels reduction on our pub-
lic lands.

In April 1999, the General Accounting
Office reported to the Congress that 39
million acres on the national forests in
the interior West are at high risk of
catastrophic wildfire. The GAO also
stated in that same report to Congress
that the ‘‘most extensive and serious
problem related to the health of na-
tional forests in the interior West is
the over-accumulation of vegetation,
which has caused an increasing number
of large, intense, uncontrollable, and
catastrophically destructive wildfires.’’

As we’ve seen this summer on the
Rim of the Grand Canyon in my state
of Arizona, on the Hanford Reach in
Washington State, in the community
of Los Alamos, New Mexico, and now in
Colorado and other western states, it’s
time to pay the piper. If we don’t spend
the money now to treat the forests and
other public lands, mechanically and
through the use of fire, we will pay
later—and we will pay a lot more.

The National Research Council and
FEMA have recognized wildland fires
in California in 1993 and Florida in 1998
as among the defining natural disasters
of the 1990s. The 1991 Oakland, CA fire
was ranked by insurance claims as one
of the ten most costly all-time natural
disasters. And in terms of damage, the
magnitude of these catastrophic fires
was compared with the Northridge
earthquake, Hurricane Andrew and the
flooding of the Mississippi and Red
River.

As the findings of these organizations
reveal, we are setting ourselves up for
costly and deadly disaster unless we
act now and send money to the Forest
Service and the Bureau of Land Man-
agement for hazardous fuels reduction
in the wildland/urban interface.
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In response to the GAO report, the

Forest Service is working on a Cohe-
sive Strategy to restore and maintain
fire-adapted ecosystems across the in-
terior West. I’ve seen a draft of that re-
port, and the price tag on the draft is
about $12 billion over 15 years to treat
60 million acres on the National For-
est. As I understand it, the Forest
Service had hoped to release a final
Strategy about a month ago, but this
Administration’s OMB has put a hold
on the Strategy as too expensive.

I’m not willing to wait until Flag-
staff or Tucson or any other commu-
nity virtually surrounded by the Na-
tional Forest burns. I support pro-
viding the Forest Service and the Bu-
reau of Land Management with emer-
gency funds, assuming that the Admin-
istration designates these funds as
emergency funds as required by the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985.

Mr. President, I also want to draw
my colleagues’ attention to the com-
ments of Stewart Udall that were pub-
lished in the Arizona Republic on
Thursday, July 6th. As my colleagues
know, Stewart Udall, who now lives in
the fire-threatened community of
Santa Fe, New Mexico, served as Sec-
retary of the Interior and represented
Arizona in the House of Representa-
tives. Mr. Udall notes with complete
accuracy that we have altered the ecol-
ogy of our forests and that it is only a
matter of time before these man-made
tinderboxes will ignite. Mr. Udall im-
plores citizens to unite and demand
restoration plans and aggressive,
science-oriented, landscape-scale res-
toration action plans to prevent Los
Alamos-style disasters.

Mr. Udall praises an organization of
which I, too, am proud, the Ecological
Restoration Institute, located at
Northern Arizona University, and its
leader, Dr. Wallace Covington. Mr.
Udall opines, and I agree, that with ap-
propriate support, the Ecological Res-
toration Institute can show other for-
ested states how to use controlled
burns and mechanical thinning to
eliminate the threat of devastating
fires.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that these remarks of Mr. Udall be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Arizona Republic, July 6, 2000]
LET’S BEGIN TO MANAGE OUR FORESTS

(By Stewart L. Udall)
SANTA FE.—As I survey the charred re-

mains of the ‘‘Cerro Grande’’ fire that raged
through Los Alamos, N.M., and its National
Nuclear Laboratory, I am reminded that we
have created an environment that invites a
monster to rampage through our forests and
threaten many communities.

In the Southwest, we have whetted its ap-
petite by providing an overabundance of pon-
derosa pines and by mismanagement that
has built a ladder of small, sickly trees that
allows fires to leap into the crowns of old-
growth yellow-bellies and into our mountain
towns and homes. Meanwhile, we have wast-

ed precious time looking for someone to
blame and arguing over the definition of log-
ging.

By altering the ecology of our ponderosa
pine forest lands for a century, we have cre-
ated unnatural conditions where fire can no
longer play its natural role. Unhealthy for-
ests abound in the West, and it is only a mat-
ter of time before these man-made
tinderboxes are ignited and hapless ‘‘disaster
areas’’ are proclaimed by presidents.

Before Western settlement began, fire
strayed mostly on the ground, working its
way through the grasses every few years as
nature’s steward, cleaning up the debris on
the forest floor. Scientists at the Ecological
Restoration Institute in Flagstaff have been
telling us that the size and frequency of the
recent fires have never before occurred in
our ponderosa forests. They report, too, that
the fires are growing larger, more damaging
and more expensive and difficult to suppress.

Concerned citizens must unite and demand
restoration plans and action that will reduce
dangers and initiate campaigns to restore
our forests and make them resilient and sus-
tainable. Party lines and political agendas
have no place in the upcoming battle. Repub-
lican Sen. Jon Kyl of Arizona and Interior
Secretary Bruce Babbitt, a Democrat, have
set an excellent example by locking arms
and supporting projects to show what can be
done to restore forest lands.

It will be incredibly short sighted if Arizo-
na’s affected cities do not, working in con-
cert with the Forest Service, develop aggres-
sive, science-oriented, landscape-scale res-
toration action plans and begin to imple-
ment them soon. Preventing Los Alamos-
style disasters from decimating Arizona
communities will test the grit and gumption
of the Forest Service. And if emergency
measures or funds are needed to get action
started, it will also test the foresight and
leadership of the state’s congressional dele-
gation.

Arizona’s Ecological Restoration Institute
is a national asset. It is led by Dr. Wallace
Covington, a scientist who knows more
about the ecology of ponderosa forests than
any of his colleagues. With appropriate sup-
port, the institute can show other ponderosa
states how to use controlled burns and
thinning to eliminate the threat of dev-
astating fires.

In a rich country, it is downright stupid to
spend billions each year to put out destruc-
tive fires when modest resources can be in-
vested to prevent such disasters. The bill
presented to the federal government for fire
suppression and reparations at Los Alamos is
mounting daily toward $800 million. Experts
are telling us this conflagration could have
been prevented by forest-management meas-
ures costing $15 million to $20 million. When
will we get smart?

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the amendment introduced
by the Senator from Idaho, Senator
LARRY CRAIG, to require the United
States Forest Service to establish a
Federal Advisory Committee Act com-
mittee to study and report on the pro-
posed roadless area initiative and pro-
posed transportation guidelines rule.

I have serious concerns regarding the
process implemented by the United
States Forest Service in developing
these proposed rules. The House En-
ergy and Natural Resources Sub-
committee on Forests and Forest
Health initiated a review on October
28, 1999, requesting documents from the
Forest Service and the White House re-
garding development of the proposed

roadless rule. While reviewing thou-
sands of pages of documents provided
by the Clinton administration, the
committee found that the administra-
tion had held a number of meetings
with, and used draft language, legal
memoranda, and survey research data
prepared by, a select group of rep-
resentatives from national environ-
mental organizations including: the
Heritage Forest Campaign; the Wilder-
ness Society; Natural Resources De-
fense Council; USPIRG, Earth Justice
Legal Defense Fund, Audubon Society;
and the Sierra Club.

In addition, the committee found no
evidence of any effort to meet with or
involve other groups or interested par-
ties, and that the USFS’ push to com-
plete the proposed roadless initiative
led to the use of poor data and errors in
documentation, as is evidenced by let-
ters from the National Forests and re-
gional offices to the Washington Office
expressing concern over the accuracy
of the information being transmitted.
For example, in one letter a USFS em-
ployee stated, ‘‘This is an estimate
that I hope we are not held accountable
for.’’

This reliance by a Federal agency
upon a select group of individuals for
the purpose of obtaining advice or rec-
ommendations is a de facto establish-
ment of an advisory committee, an ac-
tivity that must be conducted in ac-
cordance with the Federal Advisory
Committee Act (FACA). FACA requires
any agencies that establishes an advi-
sory committee to file a formal char-
ter, publish notice of all meetings in
the Federal Register, ensure that all
meeting are open to the public, keep
minutes for each meeting, designate a
Federal officer who must be present at
each meeting, and must ensure that
membership of the committee rep-
resents a cross section of groups inter-
ested in the subject—in this case the
management and use of national for-
ests.

This provision is also contained in
the National Forest Management Act
of 1976 (NFMA).

Unfortunately, the United States
Forest Service’s proposed roadless rule
was developed without meeting any of
the above FACA requirements. Instead,
the Forest Service developed this rule
in meetings with a small, insular group
that represented only one, limited in-
terest. Furthermore, the meetings were
conducted behind closed doors and
without any public notice.

Once again, the Clinton/Gore admin-
istration has demonstrated its unwill-
ingness to include those most affected
by federal land management decisions
in developing land use policy. Instead
of finding a way to include state and
local governments, industry,
recreationists and any other group in-
terested in using and enjoying our na-
tional forests, this administration has
chosen the politics of divisiveness and
has excluded those who will ultimately
have to live with the final decision
from the development process. The
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only inevitable conclusion from this
kind of politics will be first, exclusion
from the process, and finally exclusion
from the forests themselves.

I support this amendment, and en-
courage the Forest Service to take this
opportunity rethink its current process
and to reconsider its proposed actions
at a more appropriate level. The deci-
sions being made pursuant these rules
would be more responsive to local com-
munities and forest health concerns if
they were conducted properly and not
in violation of current law.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, as man-

ager of this bill, I have been extraor-
dinarily gratified by this debate on
something I thought might be very
controversial, but the Senator from
New Mexico and his allies have given
us a wonderful, totally bipartisan com-
promise on a significant issue, one I be-
lieve personally to be very constructive
and very important. Rather than say
anything more about it, I think we
should take advantage of this oppor-
tunity and call for the question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the secondary
amendment?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thank everyone. There have been so
many people working on this amend-
ment. It has boiled down to a page and
a half, but it is a very good amend-
ment. It will permit the Forest Service
and the BLM to do a lot of things they
otherwise would not be able to do.

I am very thrilled today. I had origi-
nally nicknamed this bill ‘‘happy for-
ests’’ because I thought maybe if we
cleaned them up and took all this gaso-
line, using that figuratively, that is
waiting around to burn them down—I
thought they might just smile; they
might just be happy forests. I want to
say that is going to be the title of the
bill. It has another fancy title. But
when it passes today, let us just put in
the RECORD, Senator DOMENICI is going
to call this the happy forest bill.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

further debate?
Hearing none, the question is on

agreeing to amendment No. 3806.
The amendment (No. 3806) was agreed

to.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move

to reconsider the vote.
Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is now on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 3795, as modified, as amended.

The amendment (No. 3795), as modi-
fied, as amended, was agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3807

(Purpose: To make emergency funds avail-
able to the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service for salmon restoration and con-
servation efforts in the State of Maine)
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Maine [Ms. COLLINS], for
herself and Ms. SNOWE, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 3807.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 121, between lines 18 and 19, insert

the following:
For an additional amount for salmon res-

toration and conservation efforts in the
State of Maine, $5,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, which amount shall be
made available to the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation to carry out a competi-
tively awarded grant program for State,
local, or other organizations in Maine to
fund on-the-ground projects to further At-
lantic salmon conservation or restoration ef-
forts in coordination with the State of Maine
and the Maine Atlantic Salmon Conservation
Plan, including projects to (1) assist in land
acquisition and conservation easements to
benefit Atlantic salmon; (2) develop irriga-
tion and water use management measures to
minimize any adverse effects on salmon
habitat; and (3) develop and phase in en-
hanced aquaculture cages to minimize es-
cape of Atlantic salmon: Provided, That, of
the amounts appropriated under this para-
graph, $2,000,000 shall be made available to
the Atlantic Salmon Commission for salmon
restoration and conservation activities, in-
cluding installing and upgrading weirs and
fish collection facilities, conducting risk as-
sessments, fish marking, and salmon genet-
ics studies and testing, and developing and
phasing in enhanced aquaculture cages to
minimize escape of Atlantic salmon, and
$500,000 shall be made available to the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences to conduct a
study of Atlantic salmon: Provided further,
That the amounts appropriated under this
paragraph shall not be subject to section
10(b)(1) of the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation Establishment Act (16 U.S.C.
3709(b)(1)): Provided further, That the Na-
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation shall
give special consideration to proposals that
include matching contributions (whether in
currency, services, or property) made by pri-
vate persons or organizations or by State or
local government agencies, if such matching
contributions are available: Provided further,
That amounts made available under this
paragraph shall be provided to the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation not later than
15 days after the date of enactment of this
Act: Provided further, That the entire amount
made available under this paragraph is des-
ignated by Congress as an emergency re-
quirement under section 251(b)(2)(A) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 901(b)(2)(A)).

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, let me
begin by complimenting the Senator
from Washington and the Senator from
West Virginia for crafting an excellent
bipartisan appropriations bill for these
very important programs that matter

so much to each of us in all our States.
They have worked very well together
and brought to the Senate for its con-
sideration a bill that deserves support.
I commend their efforts in that regard.

The amendment I am offering on be-
half of myself and the senior Senator
from Maine, Ms. SNOWE, concerns an
issue of tremendous importance and ur-
gency to the State of Maine. The issue
involves the Federal Government’s pro-
posal to list the Atlantic salmon in the
State of Maine under the Endangered
Species Act. More specifically, the
issue before us is whether the Federal
Government will support the efforts of
the State of Maine and other organiza-
tions to restore and conserve the At-
lantic salmon in our State. Our amend-
ment would appropriate $5 million in
emergency funds for this very purpose.

I will give all of my colleagues an
idea of just how critical it is for these
funds to be invested in our State this
year. This situation is truly an emer-
gency. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice and the National Marine Fisheries
Service have proposed to list certain
Atlantic salmon in Maine as an endan-
gered species. Under an agreement
reached last month between the serv-
ices and the two organizations that
filed suit in Federal court seeking
emergency listing of the salmon, the
services have agreed to make a final
decision on whether or not to list the
Atlantic salmon as endangered by No-
vember 17 of this year.

I emphasize this point: The services
have already given up their statutory
and—what is usually a matter of
course—routine ability to seek an ex-
tension of time in which to make a de-
termination of whether or not to list
the Atlantic salmon in our State under
the ESA. In short, the time is now to
demonstrate a Federal financial com-
mitment to salmon in our State and
that a listing under the Endangered
Species Act is not necessary to con-
serve and restore Maine’s magnificent
Atlantic salmon.

The stakes are decidedly high and
the services’ rush to judgment unfortu-
nate. A decision to list the Atlantic
salmon under the ESA could threaten
the livelihood of thousands of Mainers,
particularly in the eastern part of the
State of Maine. This is one of the most
beautiful sections of our State; unfor-
tunately, it is one of the most chal-
lenged economically.

At risk is a $68-million-a-year agri-
culture industry employing 1,500
Mainers, a $100-million-a-year blue-
berry industry supporting 8,000 jobs, a
developing cranberry industry into
which more than $500 million has been
invested already, and a forest products
industry that is the linchpin of Maine’s
economy. As Maine’s independent Gov-
ernor, Angus King, put it, a listing
would be ‘‘a devastating economic blow
to a region of the State least able to
endure it.’’

The $5 million we are seeking would
make a substantial contribution to
salmon conservation and restoration
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efforts in our State. The funds would
be made available to the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation, which has
made a commitment to us to work very
closely with the State of Maine to en-
sure that every single dollar is spent
effectively. The funds would be used to
assist in land acquisition and conserva-
tion easements to benefit Atlantic
salmon, to develop irrigation and water
use management measures, to mini-
mize any adverse effects on salmon
habitat, to develop and phase in en-
hanced agriculture cages to minimize
the risk of escape, to install and up-
grade weirs and fish collection facili-
ties, and to conduct risk assessments,
fish marking, and salmon genetics
studies and testing.

The need for these emergency funds
is right now. As noted, a listing deci-
sion is expected to be made early in the
next fiscal year. The $5 million we are
requesting needs to be appropriated
prior to the Federal Government mak-
ing its decision on whether or not to
list the species, if it is to make a dif-
ference. We strongly believe that vig-
orous and effective salmon conserva-
tion and restoration efforts are needed
in the State of Maine, but that listing
the salmon as an endangered species is
simply not the way to go. If these
emergency funds are not appropriated
this year, we will have missed an op-
portunity to convince the services that
listing Atlantic salmon as endangered
is not warranted. And we will have
missed an opportunity of great impor-
tance to the people of Downeast Maine.

I thank the distinguished chairman
and the ranking member of the sub-
committee for their invaluable assist-
ance on this critical matter. Senators
GORTON, BYRD, and STEVENS have
worked very hard to help us get to this
point, and I have confidence that they
will see this crucial amendment
through to its enactment.

Mr. President, I understand that the
amendment is acceptable to both man-
agers of the bill, and I will urge its
adoption following the remarks by the
senior Senator from Maine.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, today I
am pleased to join Senator COLLINS in
offering this amendment to the Inte-
rior Appropriations bill to make avail-
able $5 million in emergency supple-
mental funding for the restoration of
Atlantic salmon. This is an issue that
is critically important to the State of
Maine. In 1997, the Fish and Wildlife
Service and the National Marine Fish-
eries Service (the Services) enthu-
siastically endorsed the Maine Atlantic
Salmon Conservation Plan as the best
possible approach to restoring these
fish to Maine rivers. Unfortunately,
this five-year plan was essentially shut
down less than halfway into its imple-
mentation when the Services re-initi-
ated a proposed listing under the En-
dangered Species Act (ESA) on Novem-
ber 17, 1999.

This short-sighted action has placed
in jeopardy an innovative and coopera-
tive restoration strategy involving

habitat restoration, water quality im-
provement, and widespread restocking
programs statewide. The Services have
yet to demonstrate what additional
benefits will be afforded the salmon
through such a designation despite my
repeated requests for such information.

We in Maine have worked hard and
made many sacrifices to restore our
treasured Atlantic salmon. I continue
to believe that a fully implemented
Maine Plan remains the best means of
restoring these fish and there is no
benefit in cutting short such a prom-
ising effort.

Unfortunately, the Services have en-
tered into an agreement with litigants
that requires them to make their final
listing determination by November 17,
2000. This action precludes the possi-
bility of seeking a six month extension,
as allowed under the ESA, to resolve
any questions of scientific uncertainty.
Many such questions have been raised.
Questions range from whether or not
these fish actually constitute a geneti-
cally distinct population segment as
defined by the ESA to whether the
Services’ river specific hatchery stock-
ing program has produced any benefits
and is an appropriate restoration strat-
egy. I have asked the National Acad-
emy of Sciences to thoroughly review
the quality of the science that forms
the basis of this proposed listing. This
information will guide future restora-
tion efforts in Maine. The funding
under consideration today will make
such a review possible.

Additionally, the Services have not
undertaken a quantitative risk assess-
ment to ascertain the relative impor-
tance of various factors which may in-
fluence salmon survival. Without such
a risk assessment, we have no way of
knowing if the Services are focusing on
the right problems or potential prob-
lems and there is no clear way for the
Services to evaluate what more needs
to be done. In essence, the Services
have no way of knowing if they are
asking the impossible of the State. The
State of Maine has been asking for
such an assessment for over one year.
Since the beginning, the Maine Plan
has been incredibly dynamic and has
evolved to address new problems or
concerns. In fact, the State has ad-
dressed in some form every concern
raised by the Services. This risk assess-
ment will provide the necessary guid-
ance to again strengthen salmon res-
toration efforts and target limited re-
sources most effectively.

This risk assessment is but one ex-
ample of the critical activities that
need to take place prior to November
17th if the Services are to make an in-
formed decision as to whether or not to
list. The State of Maine is poised to
take further action, such as upgrading
weirs at the river mouths, conducing
genetic analyses, and testing fish
marking techniques, that might render
a listing unnecessary. Unfortunately,
despite the tripling of the State budget
for salmon restoration, there is not
sufficient funding available to com-

plete these critical activities. If the
State is able to complete these priority
items prior to the November 17th dead-
line, we may be able to render a listing
unnecessary. I would hope that the
Services will adhere to the letter and
spirit of the Endangered Species Act
and fully consider the restoration ac-
tivities paid for by these funds when
making their final determination
whether or not to list.

I would like to thank Senators GOR-
TON, BYRD, and STEVENS for all of their
assistance in making sure that this
money is made available to Maine. I
know that they share my concerns re-
garding the importance of the recovery
of U.S. salmon populations, particu-
larly Senators GORTON and STEVENS
who have been working hard with peo-
ple in their home states to restore pop-
ulations of Pacific salmon. The funding
we are seeking today was originally in-
cluded in the Agriculture Appropria-
tions bill. I am pleased that the man-
agers acknowledge how time sensitive
this issue is and are receptive to in-
cluding it on this bill which is moving
more rapidly. I can assure you that
this money will make a tremendous
difference in our efforts to restore At-
lantic salmon in Maine. Thank you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I have
at least three reasons to urge adoption
of the amendment of the Senator from
Maine. The first, of course, is the elo-
quence that she has evidenced in pre-
senting it and her persistence in pur-
suing this particular course of action.

Second is that this is directly analo-
gous to the first amendment we adopt-
ed today by the two Senators from
Minnesota. It is a decision, effectively,
that we have already made that this
money should be appropriated on an
emergency basis. It is included in an-
other bill that is slower to pass. Unfor-
tunately, it was not included in the
military construction bill, which did
have a number of emergency expendi-
tures in it.

The third comes even closer to home
for this Senator because, as the Sen-
ator from Maine knows, Washington
and Oregon, and for that matter, Cali-
fornia, do have listed salmon species.

I may say to the Senator from Maine,
we got an advance appropriation and it
didn’t prevent the listings from taking
place, by any stretch of the imagina-
tion. But I think it did help my State
and the other two States to prepare for
what is going to be a long campaign to-
ward their recovery. The hope that a
listing may be prevented is a worthy
goal on the part of the Senator from
Maine. But even if it doesn’t happen,
this will have helped in connection
with whatever the steps are thereafter.
If the junior Senator from Maine would
not mind, we can accept this amend-
ment now and, of course, give other
Senators an opportunity to speak. So
she is ahead and she might as well win
while she has a chance.

Ms. COLLINS. I thank the Senator.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia is recognized.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, we in the

minority share the feelings expressed
by the distinguished manager of the
bill. We, too, yield to the eloquence and
the grace of the distinguished Senator
from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I thank
both my colleagues for their gracious
comments and willingness to work
with me on this very important issue.
I urge adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 3807) was agreed
to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I will be
offering an amendment at the close of
my remarks. It involves a section of
this bill which I believe was authored
by Senator DOMENICI of New Mexico. I
just spoke to him a minute ago to tell
him I will be offering this amendment
to strike his section. He said to pro-
ceed. He will come to the floor in a few
moments, and I am sure he is following
this debate in the meantime.

First, I thank Senator BYRD and Sen-
ator GORTON for their fine work on this
Interior appropriations bill. I think I
have expressed the feelings of many
Members of the Senate that this is a
spending bill that is near and dear to
our hearts. It involves so many of our
Nation’s greatest treasures, and the
stewardship which they showed on this
bill will not only reflect their feelings,
but will inure to the benefit of genera-
tions to come, if we do it right.

This bill is considerably different
and, in my estimation, considerably
better than the bill in previous years.
In the past, there have been the so-
called environmental riders that have
been added on a variety of different
issues. Most of them involved public
lands and how they were to be used.

I come from the State of Illinois. We
have some public land in Illinois. We
have a national forest in Illinois. We
have part of a National Park System—
a very small part. I know that some of
my colleagues from the Western States
have a much different situation. Many
of them represent States where the ma-
jority of the land is owned by the Fed-
eral Government. I am sure that is an
awkward situation, at best. I can’t
quite imagine all of the ramifications
of that policy, of owning that public
land and managing it. But I am sure it
affects their daily lives and the econ-
omy of their States.

Having said that, though, I think all
of us, whether we live in one of those
States with a large portion of publicly
owned land or whether we live in some
other part of the country, have a vest-

ed interest in this debate about the use
of the public lands. The reason we have
a vested interest is twofold. First,
these lands are being managed now by
this Presidential administration in a
temporary way. Soon there will be an-
other President. It could be President
Gore; it could be President Bush. I am
not certain what the outcome of the
election will be. But the next adminis-
tration will then be handed the respon-
sibility of managing this public land.

Each successive administration, each
President, and Congress, for that mat-
ter, have a voice in determining how
that land is to be managed. And if they
do the job right, in my estimation,
they will hand off to the next genera-
tion succeeding an even better steward-
ship of this Federal land. I drew from
my desk a quote from the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. It is a quote from a
former Republican President of the
United States by the name of Theodore
Roosevelt. For those familiar with the
administration of President Theodore
Roosevelt, you know he created the
first national park and that he had a
special interest in conserving and pro-
tecting our natural heritage and, par-
ticularly, in establishing public lands
to protect them for future generations.
This short quote summarizes his phi-
losophy and, I might add, my own:

We must ask ourselves if we are leaving for
future generations an environment that is as
good or better than what we found.

That is a very simple, straight-
forward statement. I keep it in my
desk here because, quite honestly,
when the Interior appropriations bill
comes up, that question is being asked
of us. Are we going to manage the pub-
lic lands of America in a way that fu-
ture generations will look back and say
we did a good job and protected that
legacy from previous generations? It
has been handled and managed well
under your stewardship.

I think that is the test. It is the test
of this appropriations bill, and it is the
test of every amendment to that appro-
priations bill. That is half of the test.
The other half of the test goes beyond
our obligation to explain to future gen-
erations, if we did a good job—it goes
to the question as to whether or not we
have met our responsibility to God’s
creation because on these public lands
we find a great many species, a lot of
different plant life, wild flowers,
grasses, which are things that, frankly,
depend on our good stewardship. If we
don’t treat those lands well, we not
only stand to disappoint future genera-
tions, we stand to destroy our natural
legacy.

So when we talk about environ-
mental issues, a lot of people like to
categorize those as some kind of bu-
reaucratic gobbledygook jargon in
Washington. I think it is much more
than that. It gets down to those two
fundamental questions. At the end of
the day, when we are called to judg-
ment for our public service, can we say
to future generations that the public
lands you entrusted us with are given

to you in at least as good a shape as we
received them, and maybe better, and
that we protected God’s creation in a
reasonable and thoughtful way during
our years of management? That is the
underlying debate that we hear on the
floor of the Senate when we discuss so-
called environmental riders; that is,
questions of environmental policy
raised in the Interior appropriations
bill.

Let me address the specific issue be-
fore us in the amendment I will offer.
The Bureau of Land Management is
part of the Department of the Interior.
It is entrusted with administering mil-
lions of acres of our Nation’s valuable
and diverse public lands located pri-
marily in 12 Western States, including
the State of Alaska.

Currently, the BLM manages more
Federal lands than any other public
agency. BLM oversees some 40 percent
of our Nation’s Federal lands—roughly
264 million acres of surface land pre-
dominantly in the western part of the
United States. But acreage alone
doesn’t tell the story.

Our Nation’s public lands contain a
wealth of natural, cultural, historical,
economic, and archaeological resources
that belong to everybody. They are, in
fact, part of the Treasury of the United
States—not in dollar terms, but when
you want to measure the assets of this
country, you would certainly step back
and say: I want to include not only
what we find in our Treasury but our
Grand Canyon, Yellowstone, Yosemite,
and all of the land owned by the people
of this country. These are our assets
that we have a responsibility to pro-
tect and manage.

The natural and ecological diversity
of the BLM-managed public lands is
perhaps the greatest of any Federal
agency. BLM manages extensive grass-
lands and forests, islands, wild rivers,
high mountains, arctic tundra, and
desert landscapes. As a result of the di-
versity of habitat, many thousands of
wildlife and fish occupy these lands.
These fish and wildlife species rep-
resent a wealth of recreational, na-
tional, and economic opportunities for
local communities and States in our
Nation.

The single most extensive use of pub-
lic land under the jurisdiction of the
BLM is grazing in the lower 48. Of the
roughly 179 million acres of public land
managed by the Bureau of Land Man-
agement outside of Alaska, grazing is
allowed on almost 164 million acres out
of 179 million, and millions of these
acres also contain valuable and sen-
sitive fish, wildlife, archaeological,
recreation, or wilderness values.

At the present time, the BLM au-
thorizes through the issuance of graz-
ing permits approximately 17,000 live-
stock operators to graze on these 164
million acres of public land. These per-
mits and public land grazing that they
allow are important to thousands of
Western livestock operators. Many of
these livestock operators and ranchers
use these permits to help secure bank
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loans to provide important financial
resources for their operations.

BLM typically issues grazing permits
for a 10-year period on public lands.
Many current grazing permits were
issued in the late 1980s and are now ex-
piring in large numbers over 2- or 3-
year periods of time. These permits
numbering in the thousands present
the BLM with an unusually large and
burdensome short-term renewable
task.

We addressed this very issue in pre-
vious Interior appropriations bills. Can
the Bureau of Land Management keep
up with expiring permits or leases and
reissue them in timely fashion so that
someone who is using the land, the
livestock operations, can continue
their business, not lose money, and not
face uncertainty when it comes to fi-
nancing their operations?

The unusually large number of expir-
ing grazing permits has created a dual
dilemma for the Bureau and for its
many public constituents. Western
livestock operators who currently hold
these expiring permits are worried that
delays in the processing by the Bureau
may cause them to lose their permits
or otherwise threaten their ability to
use the permits to secure bank loans
for their operations.

Conservationists-environmentalists—
meanwhile believe that the Bureau has
a responsibility to perform responsibly
for the governmental and environ-
mental stewardship of these lands and
analyze the grazing to make certain
that if there is to be a renewal it is
done in a reasonable and responsible
way.

It is entirely understandable to me
being from my State that ranchers are
concerned about issues of security and
predictability. So are my farmers. I un-
derstand this. Likewise, we require the
BLM to wisely manage and protect our
public lands for all Americans.

The on-the-ground permit level deci-
sionmaking that should legally accom-
pany the BLM’s permit renewal process
is fundamentally important to the eco-
logically sound and multiple-use man-
agement of our Nation’s public lands.

The BLM must conduct what we call
a NEPA, which is the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act, compliance and
land use planning performance review
before reauthorizing permits. In other
words, before they give the permit
back to the livestock operator to go
back on public land to use it for graz-
ing, they take a look at public land:
How are we doing? Are we doing this in
a responsible environmental way so ul-
timately the land is not so degraded or
changed as to lessen its value or to en-
danger species and wildlife? That is a
responsibility of BLM. It is an impor-
tant one.

To meet the review requirements
under NEPA and other existing Federal
laws and regulations, the BLM uses a
lot of different teams composed of
agency professionals who look at wild-
life, range, wild horse, bureau and cul-
tural, and recreation wilderness activi-

ties. The BLM also solicits public com-
ments and relevant information from a
wide array of people interested in
range management, including hunters,
fishermen, and many others.

The simple fact is this: On most pub-
lic land, grazing allotments and all of
the important decisions that determine
the condition of public rangeland re-
sources are contained in the terms and
conditions of the grazing permits and
in the annual decision about the
amount, timing, and location of live-
stock grazing. These decisions deter-
mine whether streams in the areas will
flourish or be degraded and whether
wildlife habitat will be maintained or
destroyed. Public involvement in this
process is essential for balanced public
management. Without the application
of NEPA and related laws, the Amer-
ican public has no real voice in public
rangeland management.

Let me at this time give you an illus-
tration. A picture is worth more than a
thousand words. Any Senator is good
for a thousand words at the drop of a
hat. This picture will tell you an inter-
esting story of a NEPA review of graz-
ing on BLM land.

Let me drop some of these acronyms
and abbreviations and try to speak
English so those following the debate
will understand.

The ecological picture here is one of
the Santa Maria River in western Ari-
zona, which has improved dramatically
as a result of permit management
changes under the environmental poli-
cies of the BLM.

It is important to note that the BLM
continues to allow grazing in the areas
you are looking at. However, they
change some of the conditions of the
grazing. As a result of environmental
considerations, the grazing permits on
the Santa Maria River in western Ari-
zona now contain terms and conditions
requiring livestock to be kept away
from the rivers and streams during the
spring and summer growing season.

The Santa Maria River in western
Arizona is a rarity. It is a free-flowing
river in the midst of a vast, hot, low-
elevation desert.

The riparian corridor provides essen-
tial habitat for dozens of species of
wildlife, including 15 species listed by
Federal or State agencies as threat-
ened, endangered, or some other special
status. The riparian area of Santa
Maria and its ability to support wild-
life were severely degraded by many
years of uncontrolled and unmanaged
livestock grazing in the river corridor.

The vegetation was literally stripped
away. Water was so polluted that
streambanks were trampled and miles
of riverbed areas and riparian areas
were nearly as barren as the sur-
rounding desert.

This is the picture of the overgrazed
area around the Santa Maria River in
Arizona. There is the ‘‘before’’ picture.
Let me tell you a little bit about the
‘‘after’’ picture, which I will refer to in
a second.

For decades, the BLM issued new
grazing permits to ranchers along the

Santa Maria River with no terms and
conditions to protect the riparian
areas.

Even though the BLM developed the
land-use plan that required the river to
be rested from livestock grazing, that
requirement was not included in the
permits. In the late 1980s, a portion of
the Santa Maria River received an un-
planned reprieve from grazing. The
rancher who held the permit went
bankrupt and had to sell all his cattle.

The result of 3 years of rest from
grazing can be seen in the second
photo. These are roughly the same
areas. This one looks like a stripped
desert; the second is much different.
This is a stream bed from the Santa
Maria River, showing the natural vege-
tation and grass that has grown back
in the grazing area. The riparian vege-
tation has begun to return, the stream
banks are rebuilding, and the water is
cleaner than in other portions of the
river.

In the early 1990s, the bankrupt
rancher sold out to a new rancher who
wanted to restock the river corridor
with cattle and start the grazing again
in this area. The BLM proposed to
transfer the grazing permit to the new
rancher with no NEPA analysis; that
is, no environmental analysis and no
public review. The transferred permit
would have had the same terms and
conditions and ultimately resulted in
the same condition as seen in the be-
fore picture.

A number of individuals and organi-
zations challenged the BLM decision to
renew these permits without a NEPA
review and public comment. As a result
of the environmental assessment, the
grazing permits on the Santa Maria
contain terms and conditions requiring
that livestock be kept out of the ripar-
ian area during the spring and summer
growing seasons. There is now a chance
for vegetation to recover and water
quality and wildlife to be restored.

The reason this part of the debate is
important is it relates directly to the
amendment I will offer. If the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New
Mexico remains in this bill, permit
level management changes that I have
just described will be much more dif-
ficult to obtain.

Let me speak for a minute about sec-
tion 116 of this bill that I would strike.
This is the so-called grazing right.
Most Members of the Senate have re-
ceived letters from virtually every
major environmental group in Wash-
ington, asking them to join in sup-
porting my amendment to strike sec-
tion 116. Here is the reason. This is the
third attempt in an Interior appropria-
tions bill to allow grazing permits to
bypass current environmental regula-
tions. Section 116 allows renewal of
grazing permits that expire in fiscal
year 2001 under the same old terms and
conditions in which the permits were
first issued.

Last year, I offered substitute lan-
guage to similar offerings by the Sen-
ator from New Mexico. My language
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would have addressed ranchers’ needs
for the Bureau to process grazing per-
mits in a timely fashion and in a man-
ner by which ranching operations and
financial arrangements would not be
needlessly disrupted.

My intent last year was to not only
protect the environment but to protect
the ranchers, as well, to give them cer-
tainty as to when the new permits
would be issued, and to also say that,
where necessary, the Bureau of Land
Management could step in and make
the environmental changes to protect
an area, changes that could avoid this
and result more in this type of situa-
tion, which I think most of us would
agree is better stewardship of the land.

However, I am pleased to report that
my efforts to hold the BLM and their
feet to the fire successfully on their
own resulted in change. My amend-
ment didn’t succeed. But they went on
to work to solve the backlog of expir-
ing permits.

The bottom line is this: There is no
longer any need whatever for section
116 in this bill.

Let me show a chart in reference to
the activity of the Bureau of Land
Management. The BLM issued 3,872
fully processed grazing permits and
leases in fiscal year 1999. In fiscal year
2000, the Bureau of Land Management
is scheduled to issue 2,893 fully proc-
essed grazing permits and leases; 1,408
have been holdovers from the previous
year, but they, too, will be renewed
this year. In fiscal year 2001, the Bu-
reau of Land Management will only be
faced with 1,646 permits that have ex-
pired, and a small carryover of 484 from
the previous year, for a total workload
of 2,130 permits in the next fiscal year.
This number is fully within the capa-
bility of the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment.

We will hear from the other side,
those supporting this environmental
rider—that is opposed by virtually
every environmental group in the Na-
tion’s Capital—that we have to put this
rider in place to renew old permits
without review because the ranchers
and livestock operators cannot be cer-
tain that the BLM will meet its obliga-
tion to issue the new permits as the old
ones expire.

The numbers tell a totally different
story: 3,872 permits reviewed and ap-
proved by the BLM in 1999; this year,
another 2,885; in the year for which we
are appropriating, the numbers will be
down around the 2,100 range. Clearly,
the BLM has the capability to handle
many more permit renewals than we
envision in the next fiscal year. There
is no need for this environmental rider
to create exception and to tell the old
permit holders they don’t have to go
through the process. The process is
there. It is timely. It will give them
the certainty they want about their fu-
ture. All but 79 of the expiring 2001 per-
mits will be completely processed in
2001.

The BLM has decided to carry over
the permits because they concern areas

near the Grand Staircase Escalante Na-
tional Monument and in the Bookcliffs
allotment. Because of the environ-
mental sensitivity of these areas, the
Bureau of Land Management will con-
duct an environmental impact state-
ment instead of the regular environ-
mental assessment.

The question arises, if the BLM will
no longer have a backlog of permits,
why is there such concern that section
116 be included in this bill? Although
that question can be easily reversed,
the concern is that section 116 will cre-
ate incentives for livestock operators
to delay renewal of their permits in
hopes of avoiding environmental com-
pliance by gaining an automatic re-
newal of their old permits under the
old terms and conditions.

Section 116, as presented in this bill,
undercuts meaningful opportunities for
public involvement in a range manage-
ment process. Is that important? Re-
member the picture from the Santa
Maria situation; the BLM didn’t come
up with policies that resulted in the
second photo. The lands lying in rest
for 3 years, and public comments, led
to changes in permits, which means
that instead of desert, we are going to
have a very beautiful area, an impor-
tant area for habitat which is not envi-
ronmentally damaging.

Section 116 undercuts that oppor-
tunity for public comment because it
provides for an automatic renewal of
the old permit without going through
public comment or environmental re-
view. They have to renew under section
116 the old permits under the same
terms and conditions for an indefinite
period. It effectively eliminates public
input into the stewardship of public
lands.

The Senators in support of 116 are
saying to the people of this country
who own these lands all across Amer-
ica: Get out of the way. We don’t want
you to be part of the process. We don’t
want you to sit back and determine
whether the livestock operator who has
been on this land for 10 years has done
a good job from an environmental
viewpoint.

Frankly, that is why we are here.
Those in Congress and in the adminis-
tration who have responsibility for the
management of the land have to leave
it to future generations in at least as
good shape as we received it. If we can-
not take an objective appraisal of how
a rancher or livestock operator has
managed the land, if we cannot decide
that perhaps there needs to be a change
because the way he is managing the
lands is destroying it, then frankly we
are running away from our responsi-
bility.

Section 116 in this bill, which I
strike, does exactly that. It takes the
public out of the process. It takes the
Government, looking at this from an
environmental viewpoint, an ecological
viewpoint, out of the process. It says it
is an automatic renewal, no questions
asked or answered. That is why this
section 116 is opposed by a wide array

of groups, including the Wilderness So-
ciety, the Sierra Club, the U.S. Public
Interest Research Group. It is impor-
tant to note that the League of Con-
servation Voters views this as a very
important vote, as well.

Let me address specifically the situa-
tion involving the State of New Mex-
ico. The BLM says that New Mexico,
which is the home State of the Senator
who has offered this, will process and
issue all fiscal year 2001 expiring per-
mits, as well as all carryover permits
from fiscal year 2000. So if we hear the
argument on the floor that this back-
log is hurting the State of New Mexico,
the home State of the Senator who of-
fered section 116, the facts don’t back
it up.

By September 30 of this year, New
Mexico is committed to fully proc-
essing and issuing all 379 carryover 1999
permits and leases and 179 of the year
2000 permits, for a total of 558. New
Mexico plans to issue 192 fiscal year
2000 permits, using Public Law 106–113.

In fiscal year 2001, 221 permits and
leases will expire in New Mexico. Like
the BLM as a whole, in fiscal year 2001,
New Mexico will process and issue all
fiscal year 2000 carryover and fiscal
year 2001 expiring permits, a total of
413.

This environmental rider, this sec-
tion, was sold to us in years gone by as
a necessity because of the backlog of
cases on permits. The argument no
longer holds. The BLM is fully capable
of issuing new permits after the envi-
ronmental consideration and public
comment period, without hardship to
the livestock operators and ranchers.

Let me address one other aspect of
this which I think is very important.
The reason why section 116 should be
stricken from the bill gets to the heart
of the question. Assume for a minute
that you have a permit for your cattle
to graze on public lands. Assume that
the permit is about to expire and you
are now in a position where you are
having a review by the Bureau of Land
Management. They come to a conclu-
sion that the way you have used your
permit over the last 10 years has been
bad, you have damaged the land, you
have damaged the water quality, you
have destroyed habitat for wildlife, you
may have threatened some species that
live in that land. So they want to
change, in the next permit process, the
way that you, for example, graze your
cattle. If you remember the example
from the previous photograph, the
Santa Maria River, they decided at cer-
tain times of the year cattle could not
graze near the river, for many of the
reasons I just explained.

If section 116 goes forward as pro-
posed by the Senator from New Mexico,
if there is a dispute between the Bu-
reau of Land Management and the per-
mit owner, all the permit owner needs
to do is to appeal the decision by the
BLM, and, frankly, he gets to live
under the terms of his old permit with
no restrictions on when the cattle can
graze and no restrictions on activity
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that might be damaging to the envi-
ronment. That is the net effect of sec-
tion 116, that we allow any bad actors
who are destroying the environment on
our land, our public land, to continue
under the old terms and conditions and
not face changes that would be in
place.

If section 116 were not part of this
bill, the Bureau of Land Management
could step in with a full force and ef-
fect order and say: Even while we are
debating and appealing this question,
you have to stop grazing your cattle
near these streams and rivers in the
summer and spring seasons when the
area is the most vulnerable.

The bottom line is, those who sup-
port section 116 think environmental
concerns should be removed, take sec-
ond place to moving forward and re-
newing the old permits. That is the
bottom line. That is what this debate
is all about. Those who believe, as I do,
that this land belongs to us and future
generations, that this land is in fact
the habitat for many species and wild-
life that need to be protected, believe,
I hope, section 116 should be stricken.

Aldo Leopold wrote a great book
called ‘‘A Sand County Almanac.’’ It is
one of the classics, legends, when it
comes to the West and the environ-
ment. This is what he said about the
land:

Having to squeeze the last drop of utility
out of the land has the same desperate final-
ity as having to chop up the furniture to
keep warm.

I hope Members of the Senate, Demo-
crats and Republicans, will step back
and acknowledge the obvious. The BLM
can meet its obligation. It can renew
these permits. It can do it in an envi-
ronmentally sound way. It can leave
this land in as good shape as we re-
ceived it and maybe better. It can leave
a legacy to future generations, and
even future ranchers, of which they can
be proud. We do not need to carve out
an exception here. We do not need to
walk away from our environmental re-
sponsibility. We do not need to take
the public out of the process of debat-
ing the future of public lands.

A few minutes ago one of my col-
leagues from Idaho came to the floor,
very critical of the Clinton administra-
tion because he said they went through
a process on roadless lands in the na-
tional forests and they were not public
enough. The facts are otherwise. There
was room for a lot of public comment.
But now we are going to hear those
who defend section 116 come forward
and say: Take the public out of the
process. Automatically renew the per-
mits. Don’t make the evaluation.

That is shortsighted. That does not
meet the standard and test that Teddy
Roosevelt and so many others before us
established for this Nation. If we do
this, we are not managing this land in
the best interests of the taxpayers and
the best interests of our children and
in the best interests of God’s creation.

AMENDMENT NO. 3810

(Purpose: To strike the provision relating to
renewal of grazing permits and leases)

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I send
the amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]

proposes an amendment numbered 3810.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
Strike section 116.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I listened
with great interest to the comments of
the Senator from Illinois on striking
section 116. Let me preface my point by
saying the language in the bill is the
same language that was in last year’s
bill. There is a reason for it. Contrary
to the argument being voiced by one
side of the aisle, this is compromise
language. It passed the House and the
Senate last year. It was cleared by the
Council on Environmental Quality and
signed into law by the President.

As part of his speech, the Senator
from Illinois showed us a picture of
rangeland in poor quality. Well, I could
take that same picture in Yellowstone
Park. There is not one cow in Yellow-
stone Park, not one. There are a lot of
buffalo, though. It is all managed by
educated, competent land managers.
The problem is, they have a hard time
cutting back on the herd there. So let’s
not say that all the ranchers in the
world are the rapers and the pillagers
of the land, because we can see range in
worse shape being managed by the Na-
tional Park Service.

I go back on open range, range coun-
try, with the BLM and Government
land back to the 1950s, and even a little
before that. I can remember riding into
Chicago with cattle for J.C. Penney at
the old International Stock Show. So I
know a little bit about these cattle-
men. I know a little bit about grass. I
know a little bit about rain. I know a
little bit about sunshine.

If it had not been for the ranching
community in our public lands States,
there would also be no wildlife on that
range because there is no water. For
the most part, the land that was not
claimed under the Homestead Act was
land without water. Water was later
developed on that land by the people
who leased it from the government. To
water their cattle they built reservoirs
and wells. They also used pipelines.
Anyplace livestock can graze, one will
find wildlife.

There was an organization formed
just after World War II. The country
was coming out of a depression and
also some devastating years of drought
in the thirties. There are probably not
a lot of folks standing around here who

know much about that. I do not see
that much gray hair around.

An organization was formed to im-
prove the range. It was called the Soci-
ety for Range Management, long before
Government had established any kind
of environmental rules, long before
there was an establishment of the BLM
and guidelines for the men and women
who would judge the quality of the
range. Government did not fund the
Society for Range Management. It was
strictly funded by those stockmen who
ran livestock on public lands. The Tay-
lor Grazing Act was then established,
and that is what governs how we han-
dle permits today.

I want to talk about the Society for
Range Management. Every year—and I
started this in Montana by the way—
we have Montana Range Days. About
300 to 400 people show up for a 3-day
camp. They sleep on the ground, and
they sleep in the back of pickups. The
people run from little shavers in the
first grade to seasoned stockmen. Dur-
ing the 3 days, we identify the grass,
the foliage, noxious weeds, the car-
rying capacity of a particular strip of
range.

I started that when I went into the
broadcast business in 1975 because
rangeland is the basis for the econo-
mies in the eastern counties of Mon-
tana. And as a result, the grazing per-
mits on public lands are vital for Mon-
tana.

The range today carries a lot more
livestock, a lot more recreation, and
more activity overall because of a
group called the Society for Range
Management. They have been respon-
sible, and that is something we should
recognize. Oh, sure, you can take a pic-
ture of an area after a drought and it
won’t be pretty. But as I said, I can
show you that in Yellowstone Park
where the buffalo took the grass into
the ground. I can show you that in
Jackson Hole. I can show you that
around Devils Tower in the Black Hills,
and the rangeland of North Dakota. I
could probably show you some pastures
in the State of Illinois that are pri-
vately owned and are overgrazed. There
are always one or two bad examples
that one can magnify and say the
whole world is doing this to my or our
land.

I have yet to see any government or-
ganization that has taken care of its
land, or our land, as well as a private
landowner who has made an economic
and cultural investment in that land.
It just does not happen.

Last year, we compromised with
those opposing the language that we
would solve the problem of renewing
the permits. We told them that in ac-
cepting this compromise, the language
before us today, we would have to come
back each year until the Bureau of
Land Management cleared up the cur-
rent backlog of permits.

The State of Montana does not have
as much BLM acreage as some other
States. I do not think we have as much
as our neighboring State to the south,
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Wyoming. They probably also have
more people employed by the BLM be-
cause of the environmental laws that
have been passed. Some of those BLM
folks are very good land managers, but
they are also hamstrung by some very
narrow-minded people who think they
know more about the rangeland than
they do or the stockmen who run it.

In the meantime, there is a huge
backlog of grazing permits that have
gone unapproved, and that is the heart
of Section 116. If they get the backlog
cleared up, this language goes away.
What is to fear? If the permit work is
done and the permits have gone before
the board, this language goes away. We
are making sure everybody plays fair—
just fair. That is all we are doing.

We are good to our word, and with
the BLM’s failure to process the back-
log of permits, we have used the same
compromise language we did last year
to prevent kicking family ranchers off
the land through no fault of their own.
They get their work done. That is the
bottom line. It cannot get any more de-
finitive than that.

I do not want America to think that
what I heard spoken before is an accu-
rate assessment of our public lands be-
cause I will show you land managed by
a stockman that lays next to what the
Government manages, and there is a
big contrast. It is huge. I will take the
stockman’s land 9 times out of 10 be-
cause I have seen it. I have seen the
growth. I have seen the maturity and
the things we put in place in range
country to make it better, and we have
done it with our own money. We did
not do it with Government money. We
did it with our own money to improve
that range country.

I support my good friend from Illi-
nois in the area of good environmental
practices, but it is my belief that it is
not just Government employees who
understand good environmental prac-
tices. It is done all through farm and
agricultural country, whether it be on
public lands or private lands.

This change does nothing to impact
the compromise language of a year ago.

I oppose striking section 116. I think
it is necessary, understanding there are
those who do not want anything, any-
body, or any livestock on those lands
whatsoever, and particularly people. I
can put faces on the people who use
these lands very conservatively and
improve these lands.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say

to Senator DURBIN, I apologize for not
being present on the floor when he gave
what is always an eloquent speech,
which he also did in this instance, with
some very marvelous background in-
formation. Since that graphic is so
alive, I suggest that the Senator should
know when the vote starts he has to
take it down.

In any event, the good Senator from
Illinois said there is no good reason to
continue to support the Domenici

amendment from last year. Inciden-
tally, on an up-or-down vote on the
Durbin amendment last year—he will
get up and say it is a different amend-
ment, but essentially it is the same
issue—58 Senators voted against Sen-
ator DURBIN in favor of the Domenici
amendment and 37 voted against the
Domenici amendment, and 5 did not
vote. I am looking at those who did not
vote on the Domenici amendment, and
I think the numbers will get more lop-
sided, I say to the Senator from Illi-
nois, because more of them will go my
way than his way.

So we want everybody to understand
that we still need what we needed last
year. I will answer the rhetorical ques-
tion, which was, there is no good rea-
son for doing this again. I will say,
there are 1,300 good reasons to do it
this year, for there are 1,300 Ameri-
cans—some in my State, some in the
State of the Senator from Montana,
some in the State of the Senator from
Wyoming, but there are 1,300 permits
that are still not done, and those are
for the years 1999 and 2000. We have 21⁄2
months left in 2000. But there are 1,300
permits backed up for processing that
are not completed.

Let me make sure that in just a few
minutes everybody understands what
this means.

If you were to come around 5 years
ago or 6 years ago and ask, what is the
issue with the National Environmental
Policy Act and the grazing permits—as
I told my friend from Illinois last year,
it did not exist because nobody thought
that renewing a grazing lease qualified
under the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act—get this—as a major Federal
action.

But it has happened in this adminis-
tration. They have concluded that
these 10-year leases we give to ranch-
ers, which are policed by the U.S. Gov-
ernment, are subject to NEPA. Be it
the Forest Service rangers or the BLM
rangers—they police these permits.
They see that they are managed right.
That is their job.

Incidentally, during that 10-year
lease, if they violate it, they are penal-
ized. If they do not take care of things,
they get their allotment cut. It is not
operating in a vacuum. It is operating
all along with the rancher trying to
make a living and the Government say-
ing: Do it right.

Then here comes this administration
and it says: Why don’t we make both
Forest Service permits and BLM per-
mits go through a National Environ-
mental Policy Act review for each and
every one.

I can tell the Senator, they heard
from me then, but all they heard from
me were two things: One, it really isn’t
needed; and, two, if you are going to do
it, you will never get it done on time.

I turned out to be right on both
scores because, I say to the good Sen-
ator from Illinois, in my State, for
each and every NEPA evaluation that
preceded a lease renewal, about one
from my entire State was changed sig-

nificantly. That means across the
board, 99 percent-plus of the time, the
NEPA analysis found nothing needed
to be dramatically changed.

As I said to the administration way
back then, NEPA analyses aren’t need-
ed. And then secondly, I said: You will
not get them done on time.

Lo and behold, 2 years into that proc-
ess, we started getting letters from
ranchers and property owners saying:
Look what is happening. They are
making us do a NEPA statement, but
they have not done the work yet, for
the Government does the NEPA state-
ment. They have said: What is going to
happen when our lease expires?

Nice question. The administration
could say: We are not ready to give it
to you because we have not done the
environmental impact statement on
each and every grazing lease, which al-
most everybody looking at the land
says is unnecessary. But let us con-
clude that they had authority adminis-
tratively to impose NEPA. Inciden-
tally, they never got authority from
Congress. Senator Scoop Jackson was
the author of the NEPA law.

It would be very interesting if we
could ask him from his place, wherever
he is on high: Scoop, did you ever think
that a grazing lease renewal was a
major Federal action under your law?
And I swear, if he is listening, he is
turning over in his grave because
‘‘major Federal action’’ meant a major
Federal action, not renewals of every
single lease on the grazing lands of
America, which are thousands.

Nonetheless, when I offered my
amendment last year, all it said was:
Look, Federal managers, because of
your own fault, you did not get the
NEPA work done. Here is all the
money you need. How much money do
you need? I remember in the Interior
bill they asked for more funding. The
distinguished chairman gave them that
money, so they had no more com-
plaints. They got every bit of the
money they needed to do it.

They set about to complete each and
every impact statement on leases that
were expiring. The problem is, they
have not gotten it done yet. All we said
is, since you are the ones that are sup-
posed to get it done, and you did not
get it done, then you renew their lease.
Give them the renewal, but write in
this law and on that renewal that as
soon as the NEPA work is finished
—get this, my good friend, the Pre-
siding Officer—as soon as the NEPA
work is done, whatever your conclu-
sions are, you have a right then to im-
pose them on the permit.

I have every confidence in the world,
since I believe only one lease in New
Mexico had any major changes made
because of NEPA, that this law that I
am asking to continue again—because
they are still behind—will do no dam-
age to the public domain.

Let me make it very clear. There are
some marvelous environmental groups
in the United States. They have taken
on some fantastic causes. Albeit they
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do not like my voting record, that is
all right with me. I like some of the
things they have done. I do not nec-
essarily ask how they want me to vote
before I vote. I saw too much of that
when I was a young Senator.

I saw Senators come to the floor,
knowing little or nothing about it, who
said: How are the environmentalists
positioned on this vote?

They would say: They are an aye.
They would vote aye.

I just do not happen to be one of
those Senators. I am kind of proud of
that, to be honest. I do not think any-
body should come to the floor and say,
I better vote with them. I hope I am in-
formed before I get here.

In spite of what I just said, and that
some of the brightest Americans are
leading these environmental groups,
believe it or not, I say to my fellow
Senators, they have made this little
amendment a major American environ-
mental test. Using my name, they have
spread it far across the country: The
Domenici amendment is calculated to
destroy the public domain, to let
ranchers ranch without having the
Federal Government oversee their
growing malignancy which is destroy-
ing ranchlands.

I say to my friends, it did not destroy
any because they did not find anything
wrong on most of them. There is a
chance they will not get completed on
time, and we just ought to stay where
we were last year because there are too
many Americans who are desperately
afraid of the arbitrary action that can
be imposed on the rancher by lawsuits.
They are afraid of arbitrary actions of
people who represent the Federal Gov-
ernment.

They kind of cry out to us, when we
go meet with them, saying: Just don’t
do another thing to us, not giving us
our lease renewal, when we had noth-
ing to do with the reason for the de-
nial.

I can’t put it any more succinct.
That is the way it is.

I urge every Senator to do something
very simple, and just send a word back
that the proof in the pudding is that
the NEPA reviews are not saving the
public domain. They are just costing a
lot of money, taking a lot of time. At
least we ought to say to the ranchers
who manage well—which is the over-
whelming number—we are not going to
hold you hostage out there and do what
the distinguished Senator from Illinois
recommends, which is that it is no
longer mandatory that you proceed in
a manner that the Domenici amend-
ment last year said. That law allowed
the renewal and then, in due course,
when the NEPA analysis is finished,
act accordingly, with the Government
losing no rights. He would say the Gov-
ernment may do that if they want to.
Everybody should know, if you turn
the amendment into a ‘‘you can do it if
you want to, Federal Government,’’
you know what is going to happen, at
least for a while: The environmental
pressure on the Department will be

great enough that they won’t do it for
anybody. A ‘‘may’’ will turn into ‘‘thou
shalt not.’’

I don’t think that is fair. I have high
regard for the Senator from Illinois.
We were just talking before this de-
bate, saying maybe one of these times
we are going to be on the same side. I
was thinking, if that happened, we
might just overwhelm the Senate. We
might get 99 votes.

In any event, I am sure hoping he
doesn’t get 99 votes tonight. I am hop-
ing I get the same number I got last
year, maybe even a few more who have
thought about it a little bit. Those who
understand that it is kind of ridiculous
to claim this amendment that DOMEN-
ICI put in this bill is going to wreak
havoc on the public domain.

I will go anywhere to debate this
issue with anyone as to whether this
justifies being a major environmental
issue. If it does, we must not have very
many environmental issues around.
They must have paled from the horizon
if one of the major environmental
issues in America is this issue. This is
an issue where the Government doesn’t
do its work and therefore can’t give the
rancher a 10-year permit renewal,
which he might be completely entitled
to. The agency just hold them in abey-
ance and says: When we get through
with our work, we will give you a lease.
In the meantime, maybe you will lose
your financing.

A lot of Senators know about ranch-
ers and financing. I wonder what the
banks would do if their leases were not
as certain as they have been because
the BLM or the Forest Service can just
say maybe we will be able to renew the
permit.

I have spent a lot of time on the floor
between the happy forest and perhaps
the happy solution to this environ-
mental issue. We will have a vote pret-
ty soon.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I won’t

take a long time. My friends have cov-
ered many of the details.

This issue is not about the pictures
that were shown by the Senator from
Illinois. It has nothing to do with over-
grazing or not overgrazing. That is not
the issue. I hate to see it be left that
way because it really has nothing to do
with that. It has to do with what hap-
pens until the BLM can get to that
piece of land to make the study to de-
cide what to do with the lease. It is
pretty simple.

Here is what it says:
The terms and conditions contained in the

expiring permit or lease shall continue in ef-
fect under the new permit or lease until such
time as the Secretary of Interior completes
the processing of such permit or lease in ac-
cordance with all applicable laws and regula-
tions, at which time such permit may be
canceled, suspended or modified, in whole or
in part, to meet the requirements of such ap-
plicable laws and regulations. Nothing in
this section shall be deemed to alter the Sec-
retary’s statutory authority.

I am sorry to say that doesn’t fit
much with what the Senator from Illi-
nois described when he discussed this
bill. I do think we need to briefly talk
about what does it do.

It allows the BLM to have more time
to complete the necessary environ-
mental reviews for renewing permits
and leases. By providing BLM more
time, they are less susceptible to liti-
gation and therefore less costly to the
taxpayer, and it is more likely that
BLM will not rush to finish their job
and do a complete job of their review
when the time comes. The language
provides a better method for steward-
ship of Federal lands by having the
BLM and the rancher work hand in
hand on it. It provides the means for
the agency to utilize sound processes
and procedures. That is what they
claim they have not had time to do.
This provides that.

It subjects the permittee or lessee to
potential modifications by the BLM of
the terms and conditions, once the re-
views are completed. It doesn’t give
them carte blanche. BLM is still able
to revoke a permittee’s grazing privi-
leges at any time. They can do that.

It provides more stability, consist-
ency, and security to ranching fami-
lies. That is very important to us.
Fifty percent of Wyoming belongs to
the Federal Government. Most of that
is BLM land. It is multiple-use land; it
was designed to be under the law. This
is a renewable resource, and it is done
that way. I know that doesn’t mean
much in Chicago, but it means an
awful lot in Wyoming, out where the
Federal lands are. We have to talk
about that.

The language eases the end-of-the-
year backlog, of course, for BLM.

What does the language not do? It
does not lessen the responsibility of
the rancher in abiding by the terms
and conditions of the permit or lease.
It does not limit BLM’s authority to
manage grazing on public lands. It does
not exempt the permittee or the lessee
from any environmental law. It does
not grant a permit in perpetuity. It
simply provides for 10 years, until it is
changed by the BLM.

It does not allow BLM to delay or ig-
nore compliance of any environmental
law or regulation, since BLM is man-
dated in those time lines to do those
things.

Why is this language necessary?
Frankly, it is very disappointing that
the Senator from Illinois is back the
second year in a row to fight against
western livestock ranchers. This
issue—BLM not being able to complete
the required environmental renewal
process on expiring grazing permits—is
not the permittee’s fault. The backlog
was created by the administration, by
the BLM. For some reason or other,
the Senator from Illinois prefers to pe-
nalize the ranchers rather than hold
the agency accountable.

Striking this section in the bill is
really detrimental to management of
these lands. The Senate language,
which I agree with, states:
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The inability on the part of the Federal

Government to accomplish permit renewal
procedural requirements should not prevent
or interrupt ongoing grazing activities on
public land.

When they get back to doing their
job, it continues on. It is pretty simple.
It has worked. It can work in the fu-
ture. I think it is important we have
the same language President Clinton
signed into law last year.

As a matter of fact, after being con-
tacted by the cattlemen, he said:

. . . the final 2000 budget does provide BLM
with $2.5 million that will enable the agency
to effectively conduct detailed reviews be-
fore renewing livestock grazing permits and
leases to ensure environmental compliance. I
am confident this funding will help us pro-
tect both the public lands and the livelihood
of hardworking ranchers.

That was from President Clinton’s
letter.

That is where we are. What we need
to do is vote against this amendment
and allow the system to continue to
work as we proved it can work last
year.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho.
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, in a few

moments we may be voting on a mo-
tion to strike section 116 of this appro-
priations bill. That is the amendment
offered by our colleague from Illinois. I
hope Senators will join with us, as they
did last year, in opposing this kind of
striking of language.

The Senator from New Mexico has
said it so clearly, as have the Senator
from Montana and the Senator from
Wyoming. They have caused all of us to
understand where we are in the process
of reexamining the grazing permits of
western livestock grazers.

I don’t think we have put it in the
context we ought to for the Senator
from Illinois. If we had, maybe he
would be less inclined to come to the
floor with this issue in hopes of gaining
another environmental certificate this
year from the Sierra Club for his
charging, dynamic rhetoric on behalf of
the environment.

Let me for a moment, if I may, deal
with this in a hypothetical way. What
if there had been a lawsuit in Rose-
mont, IL, that suggested the air traffic
coming into O’Hare Airport was caus-
ing air congestion within that air shed
and that air quality could not be ar-
rived at there without changing the
character of the management of the
O’Hare Airport by reducing its flights
by 50 percent?

Of course, the Senator from Illinois
and I know—he lives in that region; I
fly in and out of that region—if you do
that, O’Hare Airport is out of business.
Thousands and thousands of people
would be laid off, if that were to be-
come a Federal rule or a restriction
against that activity. More impor-
tantly, this is a hypothetical case.

There is a lawsuit that the air traffic
coming in and out of O’Hare has cre-
ated a situation that disallowed that
area from gaining its air quality stand-

ards. So EPA is in there examining it
and establishing a rule to see whether
O’Hare can continue to manage its air
flights in and out in a way as to sus-
tain its viability and meet the air qual-
ity standards. But the rule hasn’t been
made at a time that the judge has said:
Either get it done or I will enforce a re-
duction in air traffic by 50 percent.

The Senator from Idaho likes that
idea, so I come to the floor on the ap-
propriations bill for the Department of
Transportation and say: I want to
strike an amendment the Senator from
Illinois has in there. Let’s extend this
period of time and allow EPA to com-
plete its rulemaking process so that we
can keep O’Hare alive.

I think it is important that we put
all of these kinds of things in context.
Illinois is not a public grazing State.
Idaho is, New Mexico is, Arizona is,
Montana is, and so is Wyoming. What
the Senator from New Mexico has said
is that under today’s environmental
laws, and yesterday’s environmental
laws, these grazers will be allowed to
graze during that period of time in
which the permit process, through an
examination by BLM or the Forest
Service, is ongoing to reassess their
permit and to adjust and change it in
concert with current environmental
law. I don’t know why he would want
to stop that. Obviously, he tried last
year and the Council on Environmental
Quality agreed with us, we defeated
that amendment, and the environment
is better today because of it.

I hope our colleagues will stand with
the Senator from New Mexico, as they
did last year, and say to the Senator
from Illinois that we are not going to
put ranchers out of business. We live
with environmental law, we are sen-
sitive to it, and we believe in it. We are
not going to arbitrarily do as I sug-
gested in my hypothetical case with
O’Hare Airport, which is an area that is
not of my interest, but it is an interest
of the Senator from Illinois because it
is in his State. I don’t know much
about it, but in my example I want to
come in and arbitrarily change the
name of the game. Of course, he would
work to disallow that, and this Senator
would respect the Senator from Illinois
for saying that is not my business; that
is the business of the Federal Aviation
Administration and the State of Illi-
nois, the city of Rosemont, and the
Senator from Illinois—not the Senator
from Idaho. I think that is the issue
here.

In 1878, the diaries of a cavalry offi-
cer in charge of the cavalry in eastern
Oregon, northern Nevada, and southern
Idaho reflected the following:

I believe the grazing lands of this region to
be 50 to 60 percent depleted.

That was in 1878. Why? No BLM man-
agement. No Federal land manage-
ment. No standards. Large grazing
herds out of the Southwest swept
through that country and their his-
tory, of course, has filled our history
books with the nostalgia of the great
trail drives. But there was a young

man who was used to the land, and at
that time he made an observation that
the grazing in the region he used to
ranch in and that these Senators are
concerned about had already been de-
pleted by over 50 percent—in 1878.

I can say to the Senator from Illi-
nois, because of the standards estab-
lished by the grazing industry, the en-
vironmental community, the Federal
Government, U.S. Forest Service, and
BLM, many of those lands are much
better today than they have ever been.
In fact, everyone who knows the west-
ern grazing lands and the riparian
zones the Senator so eloquently spoke
of know that they are hundreds of per-
cent better than just a few decades ago.
In fact, let us not forget that when the
Secretary of the Interior, at the begin-
ning of his tenure back a few years ago,
wanted to go out and find some bad
grazing examples that he could talk
about to change his grazing land pol-
icy, his staff came back and said: Mr.
Secretary, we can’t find any. We can’t
find the kind of examples you want to
bad mouth the grazing industry and
management policies of the Forest
Service and BLM because grazing has
substantially improved and is con-
tinuing to improve.

That is what the Domenici provision,
section 116, is all about—continuing
that relationship of progressive im-
provement, environmentally, for the
benefit of our country and for the ben-
efit of the wildlife, but also for the ben-
efit of the grazing industry.

Improved grazing and better grass in
our country means fatter cattle. By
the way, we sell them by the pound. I
am not at all embarrassed for saying
that. That is the way the industry
works, in a balanced and necessary
way. I thought it was important to
bring this debate into context to the
Senator from Illinois, who knows more
about the subject I proposed hypo-
thetically than I do. I suggest that I
probably know a great deal more about
public land grazing than he does. I and
my family have used public lands for
grazing for over 100 years. I have
walked on them, I know the changes,
and I have helped to get improved
standards. We are doing it right on the
public lands of the West today, and a
great deal better than we used to do it.
I think it is important that we recog-
nize grass as an asset and a natural re-
source that can be used for a multitude
of reasons. One of those reasons is to
produce red meat protein for the Amer-
ican consumer. That is what the issue
is about. I hope my colleagues will join
with me in denying the Senator from
Illinois his motion to strike.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

VOINOVICH). The Senator from Alabama
is recognized.

Mr. SESSIONS. I want to speak on
another subject, so I will yield to the
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, if there is no other Sen-
ator wishing to speak the first time on

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 03:07 Jul 13, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00042 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G12JY6.108 pfrm01 PsN: S12PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6527July 12, 2000
this, I will speak briefly in conclusion.
I have spoken to the chairman of the
committee. It is my hope that I can
ask for the yeas and nays and that we
can schedule a final vote on the amend-
ment, as well as on any other pending
amendments at a later hour when all
Senators reassemble. If that is accept-
able, I will speak for a few moments in
conclusion.

Mr. GORTON. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. DURBIN. Yes.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the ma-

jority leader has indicated that he
hopes we can continue debating this
bill and finish it tonight, or at least
get to a point tonight where it can be
finished, perhaps, with a vote on final
passage tomorrow. I think that is pos-
sible, and this will be part of it.

So I hope the Senator from Illinois
will finish his remarks on it. We will
ask for a rollcall, and then we will set
voting on it aside until we find out how
many other amendments there are. I
believe the Senator from Nevada, Mr.
BRYAN, wishes to come in with an
amendment that would require a vote.
The Senator from California, Mrs.
BOXER, may have an amendment. Sen-
ator NICKLES may have one. I am not
sure about the Senator from Alabama.
But there are a fairly small number
that will require votes. I strongly sug-
gest that anyone who feels that his or
her amendment cannot be accommo-
dated as a part of a managers’ amend-
ment—and we have a very large one
now that includes many of the pro-
posals made—if anybody wants to have
a vote or debate, they really need to be
on the floor very promptly to do so be-
cause we would like to go ahead and
finish. With that, I thank the Senator
from Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, let me
say in conclusion on this amendment
that I have the highest respect for my
friend from New Mexico. I often wonder
why each year I decide to take on the
chairman of the Budget Committee,
and the powerful Appropriations Com-
mittee, with usually predictable re-
sults on the floor of the Senate. He has,
much to my consternation, read last
year’s rollcall, which is another dagger
to my heart on this same issue.

Notwithstanding that, I am going to
soldier on here because, as the Senator
from New Mexico does, there are times
when you stand up and fight for some-
thing you believe in, even if you may
not prevail. I still have the highest re-
gard for him and all of my colleagues
on the other side of the issue. I respect
the fact that many of them have a
much more personal knowledge of
ranching and livestock operations than
I do. When I think about Senator
BURNS of Montana and all of his years
as a rancher and auctioneer, he stared
more cows in the eye than I will ever
be able to.

I listened to my friends, Senator
THOMAS, Senator CRAIG, and Senator
DOMENICI. I can readily see that these

are men in the Senate who represent
areas with many more ranchers and
many more livestock operators with
much more personal knowledge on this
subject, notwithstanding that I come
to the floor not trying to preach to
them about ranging practices but try-
ing to ask them to at least respect the
process of trying to protect our public
lands.

The Senator from Idaho—I have
heard this argument every year when I
introduced this type of amendment—
has basically said: Why are you stick-
ing your nose into issues about the
West? You live in the Midwest. When it
comes to an issue such as O’Hare Air-
port, we would expect you to stand up
and talk about it, being from Illinois.
But goodness’ sake, why are you talk-
ing about grazing in 13 Western States
if you are from a Midwestern State?

I say to the Senator from Idaho that
I think we all bear responsibility, no
matter where we are from, for the
stewardship of public lands. It isn’t
only Senators who represent Western
States. It is all of us.

Frankly, if those lands are left to fu-
ture generations, each one of us should
take an interest in it, whether we live
in Florida, or Illinois, or Maine. We all
have a responsibility for those public
lands—that Public Treasury, those re-
sources that we count on so much.

I also say to my friend from Idaho
that when we stand here and debate
gun safety issues representing large
cities where a lot of people are victims
of gun violence, he stands up on the
floor many times and tells us what he
thinks gun policy should be in the city
of Chicago. He thinks that is his oppor-
tunity and responsibility as a Senator
from Idaho. So it works both ways.

I think he will concede the fact that,
being elected to the Senate, we are not
restricted in what we can speak to. We
may be restricted in our success about
what we speak to.

But let me also say that I want to get
down to a couple of things that were
not mentioned at the outset that
should be mentioned. For those live-
stock operators who choose to graze on
public lands, this is worthy of mention.
The grazing fees paid by those ranchers
and livestock operators are a bargain.
They are an absolute bargain. This
Congress and a President decided that
we will continue to give these ranchers
and livestock operators access to land
owned by the people of the United
States so they can make a living graz-
ing their cattle for fees that are, frank-
ly, a fraction of what they would pay
on private land.

The Federal grazing fee for 1999 was
$1.35 per animal unit month grazed. By
contrast, the average grazing lease rate
for private land is currently more than
$11—almost 9 or 10 times the amount
these same livestock operators are pay-
ing to graze on the lands owned by the
people of the United States. In 1996, the
fees charged on State land by Western
States ranged from $2.18 to $2.20. There
was not a single State that leased its

grazing land to local livestock opera-
tors at a fee as low as the Federal Gov-
ernment.

In addition to the subsidized fees,
ranchers with Federal permits enjoy
subsidized range improvements. As a
result, livestock operators with Fed-
eral grazing permits actually have
lower production costs and higher prof-
its than livestock ranchers without
Federal permits.

As we talk about hardship that we
may be creating for livestock opera-
tors, let us at least concede at the out-
set that we are giving these permit
holders a bargain to make a living. I
have not stood here and criticized
ranchers and livestock operators, nor
would I. In my State of Illinois, we
have livestock products and a lot of
farmers. I respect the men and women
involved in my State, as I do in any
other State. Nor am I bringing this
issue before the Senate to try to put
any ranchers out of business.

There is one fundamental flaw in the
argument on the other side. It is the
suggestion that if you had a 10-year
permit that expired, that the Bureau of
Land Management would cut you off
and not give you the right to continue
to graze land while they are going
through the reissuing of the permit
process.

I don’t know of a single case where
that has happened. The BLM goes out
of its way to continue the grazing
rights of these livestock operators,
even while they are debating the terms
of the new permit.

The suggestion has been just the op-
posite—that they somehow want to get
the ranchers off the land. The only
time I have read about that is in a situ-
ation where they have a rancher or a
livestock operator using Federal land
in a way they think is harmful to the
environment. I think that is reasonable
because BLM has a responsibility to
protect those public lands from envi-
ronmental damage.

Let me also address one other thing.
The Senator from Montana got up and
said there are people managing Yosem-
ite and Yellowstone. There is buffalo
and wildlife there, and many of them
can destroy land just like any other
livestock. I bet that is true. I don’t
question that it is true. He also went
on to say that he thought when it came
to range management that we should
basically leave it up to the livestock
operators to decide what is good for the
land. I think that was his conclusion. I
think this is a fair summary of his con-
clusion. I guess in some instance that
would be true.

In my home State of Illinois, there
are farmers who are responsible envi-
ronmentalists. They think twice before
they apply chemicals. They think
about the right thing to do to avoid the
loss of good topsoil, and about siltation
going into the streams that run into
the water supplies of surrounding
towns. My hat is off to them. I usually
spend Earth Day with farmers because
I respect a lot of them. They take this
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very seriously. I will tell you that con-
versely there are some I wouldn’t put
in that category. There are good and
bad.

But let me tell you what the BLM
has to say about the acreage that is
being grazed by livestock now under
their control. They estimate that only
about a third of a total 160 million
acres grazed by livestock are in good or
excellent ecological condition—one-
third. Worse yet, even a higher per-
centage—almost 70 percent of riparian
areas, streams, and rivers and their as-
sociated fish and wildlife habitat—are
in a damaged condition: A third in
good condition; 70 percent near streams
in bad condition. The General Account-
ing Office attributes the vast majority
of these resource deficiencies to abu-
sive and excessive grazing practices.

When I come before you and show
this photo, they say this isn’t the real
world. But the statistics suggest that
overwhelmingly this is the real world.
This is a grazing situation where, un-
fortunately, someone put cattle on this
land, and they grazed it down until it
looked like a desert. For 3 years after
bankruptcy, the land had a chance to
recover in the Santa Maria River area
of western Arizona. This is what we
have to show for it.

What I am suggesting is that the sta-
tistics and the studies do not back up
the statements on the floor which sug-
gest that this land is being managed so
well. There is a need for the BLM.
There is a need for the environmental-
ists. There is a need for public com-
ment.

That is what I think needs to be pro-
tected. That is what section 116 would
deny us. Frankly, that is what this de-
bate is all about.

It has been the suggestion of my
friend from New Mexico—not a sugges-
tion but his notation of the rules of the
Senate—that when the time comes for
a vote that I am required by the rules
of the Senate to remove this photo
from the floor. So my colleagues who
have not been here for this debate can-
not come in and see exhibit No. 1, in
my case, for the passage of my amend-
ment. I can understand it. I know why
the Senator from New Mexico doesn’t
want my colleagues to look at this
photo. This tells the story as to what
section 116 is all about.

I made it a point—because I have
such high respect for the chairman
from New Mexico—to ask those who
are well versed in the rules of the Sen-
ate. Once again, the chairman from
New Mexico is right. I have to remove
this photo under the Senate rules. I
will probably appeal that to the Su-
preme Court at some later time. But,
for today, I am going to, obviously, fol-
low the rules of the Senate.

But it is of interest to me that the
Senator from New Mexico doesn’t want
our colleagues to see this photograph. I
hope they are watching it as we broad-
cast this debate on the Senate floor. It
tells the story.

This is the bottom line. The BLM is
going to process these applications.

They are going to get them done on
time. There is no need for this amend-
ment. They are going to take a look. In
the rare case where they find a live-
stock operator who is misusing Federal
lands that he is getting for a bargain
price—where he is misusing land, de-
stroying the ecology, endangering spe-
cies, and destroying riverbeds and ri-
parian areas—they are going to make
him sign a change. If the Senator from
New Mexico prevails, they will lose the
authority to do that. They will have to
renew the permit under the old condi-
tions.

That is my objection to it. That is
why I think it should be stricken.

I sincerely hope we have a better out-
come on the vote. If my colleagues
have followed the debate and have had
a chance to see this photo, which con-
cerns my colleague so much, I am hop-
ing they will support me in my motion
to strike section 116.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent the Senator be per-
mitted to leave his picture up for the
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DURBIN. May I respond to my
colleague from New Mexico?

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator has
been responding for 20 minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. The Senator from New
Mexico is a gentleman, a scholar, and
will receive a reward, I am sure, from
the civil liberties group for defending
the first amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, let me say
the idea of putting posters around has
proliferated. I don’t think we ought to
add more to the confusion of a vote by
having them around. I had no intention
to pass judgment on the validity of
your exhibit, which I find very difficult
to interpret and rather irrelevant, but
besides that, I don’t have anything to
say about it.

Let me say, why strike a provision
that the Federal Government’s inac-
tion cries out to be left in this bill,
which was signed by the President last
year? I might even tell my friend from
Illinois, can you believe it, I talked to
him personally on this issue because he
wanted to understand what the hoopla
was about. I will not paraphrase him,
but he signed the bill with this provi-
sion in it. It does no one any harm, and
nothing has happened to say it has
hurt the environment in this past year.
And this issue has nothing in the world
to do with how much ranchers are pay-
ing.

If we ever get into a debate upon the
issue of, are they getting a great deal
from the Government, I will bring from
my State name after name of ranchers
who are just not even making a living
on the Federal domain today. Whatever
price he suggested, they just can’t
hardly make a living under the rules
and regulations of the U.S. Govern-
ment.

That has nothing whatever to do
with this issue. The assertion is not

correct that the BLM has to leave cor-
rectable degradation in place and issue
a new permit while damage could con-
tinue on the property. Read the amend-
ment. Whatever power the Bureau of
Land Management has, it keeps. That
means if they issue a permit and they
had the authority to make a correction
to its terms to fix a problem, they still
have it. Nothing is missing.

This provision lets the rancher feel a
little more comfortable. He is not as
denuded and vulnerable by having no
permit until they get ready to issue it
to him after they finish processing,
which in the past would have taken a
couple of years, maybe 21⁄2 years. Now
BLM is getting closer to finishing proc-
essing of all the expiring permits. I am
glad. The amendment is working.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I be-

lieve the Senator from Illinois wanted
a rollcall. I ask for the yeas and nays
on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. GORTON. I ask unanimous con-

sent we lay this amendment aside and
proceed to an amendment by the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Oklahoma.
AMENDMENT NO. 3812

(Purpose: To provide $7,372,000 to the Indian
Health Service for diabetes treatment, pre-
vention, and research, with an offset)
Mr. INHOFE. I send an amendment

to the desk and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE],
for himself and Mr. NICKLES, proposes an
amendment numbered 3812.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, add the fol-

lowing:
SEC. ll. Notwithstanding any other pro-

vision of this Act—
(1) $7,372,000 shall be available to the In-

dian Health Service for diabetes treatment,
prevention, and research; and

(2) the total amount made available under
this Act under the heading ‘‘NATIONAL FOUN-
DATION ON THE ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES’’
under the heading ‘‘NATIONAL ENDOWMENT
FOR THE ARTS’’ under the heading ‘‘GRANTS
AND ADMINISTRATION’’ shall be $97,628,000.

Mr. INHOFE. After going through
that rather lengthy amendment of the
Senator from Illinois, there should be a
little relief that this amendment
should not be controversial. This
amendment takes the amount of
money that was increased—increased—
to the National Endowment for the
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Arts and transfers that to a fund for In-
dian diabetes. It is the Indian Health
Service for Diabetes.

Probably the least understood illness
in this country is that of diabetes
among Indians. It is a chronic disease.
It has no cure. There are two different
types. Type II is what we are address-
ing, diabetes among adults. Among
American Indians, 12.2 percent of those
over age 19 have diabetes. This is the
highest risk of any ethnic group.

One Pima tribe in Arizona has the
highest rate of diabetes in the world,
about 50 percent of the tribe between
the ages of 30 and 64. In Oklahoma, a
lot of people are not aware, during the
1990 census, preliminary figures show
the largest percentage of Indian popu-
lation and the largest number of Indi-
ans of any of the 50 States. We spent a
lot of time talking to our Indian popu-
lation and looking at the problems
that are peculiar to that population.

Not long ago, I spent some time at an
Indian hospital in Talihina, OK, oper-
ated by the Choctaws. Case studies in-
clude one young male patient I talked
to, 20 years of age, who already has
been partially blinded with diabetes.
He is already suffering from renal fail-
ure. He has a 40-year-old father who
has gone blind. They recently had to
amputate his leg, and probably the
other one will go next. In one family,
the father and mother both have type
II diabetes. The mother is going to
start dialysis next month. The son,
who is 20 years old, has eye and kidney
damage. The daughter is 17 years old
and suffered a stroke, requiring weekly
medical care. She has a 3-year life ex-
pectancy. The average life expectancy
of the American Indian patient with di-
abetes is only 45 to 50 years.

It is very peculiar to the Indian popu-
lation. It is very clear to see our
money is better spent there and we can
actually try to do something through
research, through medication, through
programs, to get the Indian population
where they can be treated, where they
know how to deal with infections they
don’t know how to deal with now.

It is unacceptable that, nationwide,
12.2 percent of the Indian adult popu-
lation has type II diabetes. There is no
cure. It is not a lot of money but will
go a long way toward saving lives, not
just in Oklahoma but in the Indian
population all over the country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington State.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, with all
respect, it seems to this Senator that
this amendment is more about the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts than it
is about the Indian Health Service.

To give a comparison, the amount of
money for the Indian Health Service in
this bill is more than $2.5 billion. The
amount for the National Endowment
for the Arts cultural institutions is
$105 million. As a consequence, this
amendment would add to the Indian
Health Service something less than
one-third of 1 percent of the budget of
the Indian Health Service —something

less than one-third of 1 percent. It
would subtract from the National En-
dowment for the Arts some 7 percent of
the amount of money appropriated to
it.

Our bill provides a $143 million in-
crease for the Indian Health Service for
next year over the current year, more
than the entire appropriation for the
National Endowment for the Arts. I
find it ironic it was less than an hour
ago that this Senator was praised by
the Senator from New Mexico, who is a
vocal advocate for the Indian Health
Service, for the generosity with which
we were treating that service.

Of the amount we are talking about
for the Indian Health Service, $56 mil-
lion is specifically for improved clin-
ical services, which obviously could in-
clude diabetes treatment and preven-
tion efforts. But even more significant
in connection with this amendment is
the fact that the Balanced Budget Act
of 1997 provides $30 million a year for 5
years specifically to accelerate diabe-
tes efforts for Native Americans. This
year is the fourth such year. So there
is $30 million for the fourth consecu-
tive year for the specific purpose of
this amendment.

On the other hand, the National En-
dowment for the Arts has not had a
single increase in its funding since 1992.
In many respects, the $7 million in-
crease for the National Endowment for
the Arts is symbolic; $7 million is real,
but in a sense it is symbolic—but it is
an important symbol. It is far less than
the President’s budget has in it. In
fact, one of the elements in the long
letter from the Executive complaining
about this bill is that we are not gen-
erous enough with the National Endow-
ment for the Arts.

But when we had our great debates
on that subject during the mid-1990s,
one of the focal points of the debate
was that the National Endowment for
the Arts was not using its money cor-
rectly and was funding objectionable
artistic efforts, objectionable groups,
and organizations and individuals. In
the intensity of the debate, I believe in
1995 and 1996, an extensive list of re-
forms was imposed on the National En-
dowment for the Arts with respect to
the way in which it spent its money
and made its grants.

Now far more of its money goes to
grants to the States. More of its money
is spread more broadly around the
United States, particularly to rel-
atively small communities rather than
a concentration in New York and
Washington, DC, and Los Angeles and
San Francisco. In other words, the very
reforms that were demanded by the
Congress have been, I think, cheerfully
and thoroughly carried out by the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts in a
manner quite responsive to what Con-
gress asked for. To continue to punish
the Endowment for the sins of its pred-
ecessors, or the supposed sins of its
predecessors, seems to me to be per-
verse. I do not believe it appropriate
for literally the 10th straight year ei-

ther to reduce or freeze the appropria-
tion for the National Endowment for
the Arts.

I would have to say I think it is doing
good work. It is one of those fields in
which relatively small grants provide
sort of a Good Housekeeping Seal of
Approval to a multitude of arts organi-
zations around the country, and pro-
vides a tremendous help to them in se-
curing private contributions for their
efforts. Some say the money that we
provide through the National Endow-
ment for these organizations comes
back tenfold, fiftyfold, a hundredfold in
private and local contributions.

It does seem to me long past time
that we recognize the changes in the
National Endowment and reward them
for a job well done, even though the re-
ward contained in this bill is modest. I
said 2 days ago when this debate began
that last year we included such a mod-
est increase. The House was adamant
about freezing the appropriation for
the Endowment and we ultimately re-
ceded to the House. I said then I don’t
intend that should happen this year. I
think it is time for the House to recede
to us. I think it is time to deal fairly
with an important part of the culture
of the United States, and I think this
amendment is unnecessary for the pur-
pose for which it is stated because we
have far more money in the bill al-
ready for the purpose of this amend-
ment than is included in the amend-
ment itself.

I believe we should leave this modest
increase and encourage the National
Endowment for the Arts to continue
the good work and to continue to fol-
low the dictates of this Congress about
the way in which it does that work,
rather than to continue to punish it for
perceived past sins which I am now
convinced have long since been cured.

For that reason, Mr. President, I op-
pose the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator
from Washington for his comments. I
do not agree, obviously. I do think,
though, I find two reasons to disagree
with his arguments: One, to use per-
centages, as to what percentage this
represents that would be decreased
from the NEA as opposed to increase
for diabetes because of the seriousness
of this; the second thing is why carry
this into a discussion and a debate on
the merits of the National Endowment
for the Arts.

If we were to do that, I would be glad
to join in that debate. In fact, I voted
many times to defund the National En-
dowment for the Arts. However, that is
not this amendment. Right now they
have, from last year, $97 million, the
NEA, and they are talking about not
keeping it level but increasing it by
$7.3 million. I am saying the $7.3 mil-
lion is going to end up saving lives,
particularly lives of Indians with dia-
betes, as opposed to rewarding and in-
creasing the appropriation to the NEA.

I think we need to look at it in that
light. As I said, it is just incredible for
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people to comprehend the seriousness
of this affliction among the Indian pop-
ulation. Yes, I am prejudiced. Yes, the
State of Oklahoma has the largest
number of Indians of all 50 States, and
there are a lot of States that do not
have that concern. I can tell you right
now, we are going to do everything we
can.

What the Senator from Washington
says is true. We have increased it by
some $30 million and it is going to be
increased again over the next 4 years.
However, every incremental increase is
going to have a very positive effect on
the research and the treatment of the
Indians with diabetes. So I am going to
ask for the yeas and nays on this for a
vote.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. INHOFE. I have no objection to

setting it aside and voting when we
vote on the rest of the amendments.

Mr. GORTON. Have the yeas and
nays been ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
have.

Mr. GORTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent the vote on the amendment be set
aside. I had told Senator BRYAN we
could go to him next. Does the Senator
from Alabama——

Mr. SESSIONS. I had an amendment
I did want to talk on tonight. I wanted
to take 2 minutes on one other subject,
to thank the distinguished floor leader
of the bill. I could do one of those, if
Senator BRYAN is ahead of me. I have
been here longer than he has, I think.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Washington
for his understanding and support, ac-
cepting an amendment I offered involv-
ing the Rosa Parks Museum in Mont-
gomery, AL. Last year, about this
time, Senator ABRAHAM and I sub-
mitted a bill to give a Congressional
Gold Medal to Rosa Parks. That bill
was passed in the Senate and the
House, and the President presented it
to her last summer in the Rotunda of
the Capitol in a most remarkable cere-
mony.

Rosa Parks, as most people know,
was a native of Alabama, Tuskegee.
She moved to Montgomery. She was a
seamstress. She was riding on a bus
one day, the bus was full and she was
tired, and simply because of the color
of her skin she was asked to go to the
back of the bus and she refused and was
arrested. That arrest commenced the
Montgomery Alabama bus boycott over
that rule, leading to a Federal court
lawsuit that went to the Supreme
Court, in which the Supreme Court
held that kind of segregated public
transportation was not legal and could
not continue.

The leader of that boycott turned out
to be a young minister at Dexter Ave-

nue Baptist Church by the name of
Martin Luther King, Jr. The Federal
judge who originally heard the case
was Frank M. Johnson, Jr., one of the
great Federal judges in civil rights in
American history, as far as I am con-
cerned. Fred Gray was an attorney in-
volved. Mr. Fred Gray, one of the first
black attorneys in Montgomery, told
the story in his book ‘‘Bus Ride To Jus-
tice.’’ How little did they know that
the events they started on that day in
1955 would commence a movement that
has reverberated, not only in Mont-
gomery, in Alabama, but throughout
the United States and, in fact,
throughout the world, to a claim for
rights and freedom and equality—great
ideals.

Troy State University in Mont-
gomery, a 3,000-student university, is
building a museum and library on the
very spot of this arrest. These funds
will help create in that building a mu-
seum to Rosa Parks with an inter-
active video friendly to visitors and
children about the story of what hap-
pened on that day and the importance
of it.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from Washington for supporting us in
this effort.

I see Senator BRYAN. Mr. President, I
say to him, I had 15 minutes on an
amendment I called up earlier. Would
it be all right for me to go ahead? I
have a time crisis.

Mr. BRYAN. I inquire of the Chair,
there is a unanimous consent agree-
ment that at 6:30 p.m. draconian things
happen. I do not want to be precluded
from offering my amendment.

Mr. GORTON. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. BRYAN. I will be happy to yield.
Mr. GORTON. The majority leader

said 6:30 p.m. can come and go. If there
is a prospect of finishing this bill to-
night, the defense debate will be di-
verted. I think we can finish, I hope, by
8 o’clock this evening. The Senator is
protected.

Mr. BRYAN. As long as I am pro-
tected, I will be happy to yield to my
friend from Alabama, and I ask unani-
mous consent that I be next in line for
the purposes of offering an amendment
after our distinguished colleague from
Alabama.

Mr. GORTON. I put that in the form
of a unanimous consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the distin-
guished floor manager.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
the Senator to yield 30 seconds for an
inquiry. I have an amendment that is
pending with reference to a water situ-
ation in my State. I ask unanimous
consent to follow Senator BRYAN when-
ever he has finished.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Alabama.
AMENDMENT NO. 3790

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I offer
amendment No. 3790 to the Interior ap-
propriations bill. It will prevent the

Secretary of the Interior from utilizing
regulations that he has issued which
would grant him the authority to ap-
prove class III casino gambling for In-
dian tribes in States throughout the
United States in which class III gam-
bling compacts between the State and
a tribe have not been entered.

This amendment had been adopted in
the past several years. An identical
amendment was accepted last year by
voice vote. The original cosponsors al-
ready this year are: Senators GRAHAM,
REID, BAYH, GRAMS, ENZI, LUGAR,
VOINOVICH, and INHOFE. Others are
signing on.

Essentially, this amendment will pre-
vent any 2001 funds allocated to the De-
partment of the Interior from being
spent on the publication of gaming pro-
cedures under the regulations found
under part 291 of title 25 of the Code of
Federal Regulations, which by now is
probably 100,000 pages of regulations
issued by the different Secretaries.

The intent of this funding restriction
is to render these regulations inoper-
ative next year only so the Department
can take no action under the regula-
tions until a case brought by the
States of Alabama and Florida con-
cerning the legality of these regula-
tions is first resolved. In fact, Sec-
retary Babbitt himself has expressed
on numerous occasions his desire for
the Alabama-Florida case to be decided
first.

This amendment simply seeks to
place the Secretary’s public commit-
ments in law to ensure that a Federal
court has the opportunity to rule on
the validity of these regulations prior
to any departmental action next year.
This is an important and timely
amendment. I urge anyone who is con-
cerned about local control and freedom
and concerned about bureaucracy and
the spread of gambling within this
country to join me in support of this
amendment. I want to take a moment
to provide some background.

In April of 1999, Secretary Babbitt
promulgated final regulations which
empower him to resolve gambling con-
troversies between federally recognized
Indian tribes seeking to open a class III
gambling operation—that is generally
casinos—in a State which has not
agreed with him to enter into a com-
pact with the tribe or has not agreed to
waive its 11th amendment right to
exert sovereign immunity from suit.

As a result, tribes located within cer-
tain States, such as Alabama and Flor-
ida, would be able to use these regula-
tions to obtain class III gambling fa-
cilities by negotiating directly with
the Secretary of the Interior in Wash-
ington, DC, even if the people of the
State itself remained opposed to the
spread of such gambling or even if the
types of gambling sought were illegal
under State law.

In my opinion—and the Attorneys
General Association of the United
States has written us in opposition to
this Babbitt rule and regulation and in
support of this amendment—in my
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opinion, these regulations turn the
statutory system created under IGRA,
the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act, on
its ear because they undercut a State’s
ability to negotiate with tribes and be-
cause it places the gambling decisions
in the hands of an unelected bureau-
crat who, as a matter of law, also hap-
pens to stand in a trust relationship
with the Indian tribes, not an unbiased
arbiter.

Not only do these regulations offend
my notions of federalism, but they also
promote an impermissible conflict of
interest between the tribes who are
asking for a class III gambling license
and the Secretary of the Interior who
enjoys a special relationship with
them. He is not a neutral arbitrator
and was never given this power to arbi-
trate these acts by the Congress. I do
not believe these regulations are a
valid extension of his regulatory
power.

It is breathtaking to me, in fact, and
it is another example we in Congress
are seeing of unelected, appointed offi-
cials, through the power of the Code of
Federal Regulations, implanting poli-
cies that may be strongly opposed by a
majority of citizens. Indeed, none of
these people is elected.

My concerns about these gambling
regulations were shared by the attor-
neys general of Alabama and Florida
who filed a suit in Federal district
court in Florida to challenge the valid-
ity. This lawsuit is currently working
its way through a Federal court, and
its resolution will provide an impor-
tant initial reading as to whether these
regulations are, in fact, legal and con-
stitutional. Allow me to share some of
the legal questions raised in the suits.

The States point out that the regula-
tions effectively and improperly amend
the Indian Gaming and Regulatory Act
because:

. . . under IGRA, an Indian tribe is entitled
to nothing other than an expectation that a
State will negotiate in good faith. If an im-
passe is reached in good faith under the stat-
ute, the tribe has no alternative but to go
back to the negotiating table and work out
a deal. The rules significantly change
this——

That is, the rules by Secretary
Babbitt—
by removing any necessity for a finding that
a State has failed to negotiate in good faith.

Further, the lawsuit points out:
The rules at issue here arrogate to the Sec-

retary the power to decide factual and legal
disputes between States and Indian tribes re-
lated to those rights. Pursuant to 25 U.S.C.,
section 2 and section 9, the Secretary of the
Interior stands in a trust relationship to the
Indian tribes of this Nation. The rules set up
the Secretary, who is the tribes’ trustee and
therefore has an irreconcilable conflict of in-
terest as the judge of these disputes—

Between a tribe and a State.
Therefore the rules, on their face, deny the

States their due process and are invalid.

I think the concerns raised by the
States are legitimate, that these rules
are, in fact, seriously flawed. But do
not take my word for it alone. In fact,
even Secretary Babbitt admits that the
test of legality should be passed first.

On October 12, 1999, the Secretary
contacted Senator GORTON—who is
managing this bill, and doing an excel-
lent job of it in every way—and wrote
him:

If (a) I determine that a Tribe is eligible
for procedures under those regulations, (b) I
approve procedures for that tribe, and (c) a
State seeks judicial review of that decision,
I will not publish the procedures in the Fed-
eral Register (a step that is required to make
them effective) until a federal court has
ruled on the lawfulness of my action.

Similarly, on June 14 of this year,
the Secretary wrote Representative
REGULA, the chairman of the House
Subcommittee on Interior and Related
Agencies, to further clarify his position
on these regulations. He offered these
thoughts:

I feel it is very important for the court to
clarify and settle the Secretary’s authority
in this area. I anticipate that the court rul-
ing in the Florida case will be favorable of
the Secretary’s authority to promulgate the
regulation.

I disagree. But he goes on:
However the Department will defer from

publishing the procedures in the Federal
Register until a final judgment is issued in
the Florida case, whether by the District
Court or on appeal.

I have written the Secretary to ask
him to write me a similar letter and
have not yet heard from him.

All the amendment I am offering
would do is to back up those public
statements with the force of law, by
ensuring that the Department could
not spend funds to publish these proce-
dures until a Federal appellate court
had finally ruled on them. They would
not seek to repeal the regulations, nor
would they affect any existing com-
pacts with States that wish to nego-
tiate a compact with a tribe.

Personally, I would support an out-
right repeal of the regulations, but for
now I am content to make the Sec-
retary’s own words binding because I
believe that legal review of these regu-
lations is needed and proper, and that
he should not be allowed to take action
until such time as a court has made a
final ruling on the merits of these reg-
ulations, which are, indeed, breath-
taking.

Make no mistake about it, it is an
important issue in my State. As I
speak, there are reports in the local pa-
pers that Alabama’s lone federally rec-
ognized tribe—we have one tribe—is in
the process of finalizing a deal with
Harrods, which would result in the fu-
ture construction of a casino on land
operated within the small town of
Wetumpka, AL, not far from Mont-
gomery.

No Indians now live on this land. It is
land they simply own. It is about 180
miles from the small tribe lands that
exist there. Because Alabama has not
entered into a compact with the tribe,
to allow them to put a casino there,
they have gone to the Secretary of the
Interior and had him issue regulations
that would give them the power to
override the State of Alabama’s deci-
sion not to have casinos anywhere in
the State.

They have a power to compact. They
have a power to say no on certain
things. Alabama does have a dog track.
The Indians would be entitled to a dog
track. They have bingo and related ac-
tivities at the Indian tribal lands fur-
ther to the south in the State, but they
are not being allowed, under the
State’s negotiating position, to have a
casino, a position that I would support.

Allow me to quote a few of the public
comments that were made concerning
this effort. The office of the Governor
of Alabama, Governor Siegelman, has
stated:

The governor is ‘‘adamantly opposed’’ to
casino gambling in any form within the state
and will take whatever steps are necessary
to stop it.

That is a Democratic Governor.
Attorney General Pryor, a Repub-

lican, has stated that the Attorney
General:

. . . will take whatever action necessary to
prevent illegal gambling by any Indian tribe
in the State of Alabama [because Attorney
General Pryor] believes Babbitt has no au-
thority to allow gambling by Indians in
states where such gambling is prohibited by
law.

Representatives EVERETT and RILEY
oppose any future casino development.

Mayor Jo Glenn of Wetumpka—I
think everybody in the city council has
written me about it—has expressed her
strong opposition to the presence of a
casino in her town and wrote me:

Our infrastructure and police and fire de-
partments could not cope with the burdens
this type of activity would bring. The de-
mand for greater social services that comes
to areas around gambling facilities could not
be adequately funded. Please once again con-
vey to the Secretary our City’s strong and
adamant opposition to the establishment of
an Indian Gambling facility here.

The Secretary does not have to live
with the community whose nature is
changed overnight by a major Harrods
gambling facility. He does not live in
that community. He is not elected. He
is not answerable to anybody. Yet he
thinks he has the power to tell them
what they have to do and dramatically
change the nature of that town and the
lives of the people who live there. No,
sir.

The Montgomery Advertiser wrote:
Direct Federal negotiations with tribes

without State involvement would be an
unjustifiably heavy handed imposition of au-
thority on Alabama. The decision whether to
allow gambling here is too significant a deci-
sion economically, politically, socially to be
made in the absence of extensive State in-
volvement. A casino in Wetumpka—not to
mention the others that would undoubtedly
follow in other parts of the State—has impli-
cations far too great to allow the critical de-
cisions to be reached in Washington. Ala-
bama has to have a hand in this high stakes
game.

Unelected and unaccountable, the
Secretary of the Interior has issued
regulations that would completely
change the nature of beautiful
Wetumpka, a bedroom community to
Montgomery, AL, and a historic com-
munity in its own right, against its
will. It is a shocking and amazing
event, in my view.
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Clearly, the unmistakable senti-

ments of the Alabama public can be
heard through these diverse voices. Not
only would the regulations allow the
tribe to obtain permission to engage in
activity that is currently illegal under
Alabama law, but the actual placement
of the casino itself would result in the
destruction of an important archae-
ological site that is listed on both the
National Register of Historic Places
and the Alabama Historical Commis-
sion and the Alabama Preservation Al-
liance’s list of historic ‘‘Places in
Peril.’’

The site that is most frequently men-
tioned for development is known as
Hickory Ground, and it is an important
historical site that served as the cap-
ital of the National Council of the
Creek Indians, and was visited by An-
drew Jackson, and which contains
graves and other important subsurface
features.

The site is, in fact, revered by other
Creek Indian groups within the State
and the Nation, as represented by the
comments of Chief Erma Lois Dav-
enport of the Star Clan of Muscogee
Creeks in Goshen in Pike County who
stated:

Developers’ bulldozers should not be al-
lowed to destroy the archaeological re-
sources at the Creek site.

What is ironic about the choice of
this site by the tribe is that the land
was acquired by the tribe in 1980 in the
name of historic preservation in an at-
tempt to prevent the previous land-
owner from developing the site for
commercial purposes.

In fact, the tribal owners of this site
once wrote:

The property will serve as a valuable re-
source for the cultural enrichment of the
Creek people. The site can serve as a place
where classes of Creek culture may be held.
The Creek people in Oklahoma have pride in
heritage, and ties to original homeland can
only be enhanced. There is still an existing
Hickory Ground tribal town in Oklahoma.
They will be pleased to know their home in
Alabama is being preserved.

As you can see, should the tribe re-
ceive the ability to conduct class III
gambling and construct a casino, Ala-
bama will run the very real risk of los-
ing an important part of its cultural
heritage, as will Creek peoples
throughout the country.

It is for these reasons I am offering
this amendment. We should not allow
these gaming regulations to go into ef-
fect until we have had a final ruling of
the court. We should not allow the Sec-
retary of Interior to promulgate these
regulations when he has an untenable
conflict of interest. I think it is appro-
priate to put a 1-year moratorium on
it.

I am glad to have broad bipartisan
support from Senators GRAHAM, REID,
BAYH, GRAMS, INHOFE, VOINOVICH,
LUGAR, and ENZI.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator MACK be added as a cosponsor of
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. L.
CHAFEE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. SESSIONS. This is an important
matter, Mr. President. I care about it.
I believe it is important from a govern-
mental point of view. The Chair under-
stands, as a former Governor, the im-
portance of protecting the interest of
the State to make decisions the people
of the State care about and not have
them undermined or overruled by
unelected bureaucrats in Washington.

I ask unanimous consent to print in
the RECORD a letter to me from the At-
torney General of the State of Florida,
Robert Butterworth, and a letter from
the Attorney General of the State of
Alabama detailing eloquently their ob-
jections to the Babbitt regulations.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATE OF FLORIDA,
OFFICE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL,

July 12, 2000.
Re Amendment to H.R. 4578

Hon. JEFF, SESSIONS,
United States Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SESSIONS: This letter is pre-
sented in support of the rider that you will
be sponsoring on the Interior Appropriations
Bill preventing the Secretary of the Interior
from issuing procedures which would allow
class III gambling on Indian lands in the ab-
sence of a Tribal-State compact during the
fiscal year ending September 31, 2001. Such a
rider would be welcomed by the State of
Florida and I strongly support your effort to
so restrict the actions of the Secretary.

In April of 1999, the Secretary promulgated
final rules allowing him to issue procedures
which would license class III gambling on In-
dian lands in a State where there has been
no Tribal-State compact negotiated as re-
quired by section 2710(d) of the Indian Gam-
ing Regulatory Act. Florida and Alabama
immediately challenged those regulations
asserting that they are in excess of the au-
thority delegated to the Secretary by Con-
gress in IGRA and that they are inconsistent
with IGRA’s statutory scheme. In letters to
various members of Congress, the Secretary
stated that he would allow the litigation to
conclude prior to finalizing any such proce-
dures through publication in the Federal
Register. During recent deliberations on a
House measure similar to the one you pro-
pose, the Secretary indicated that he would
forbear publication until after the comple-
tion of any appeals.

Such a promise by the Secretary is not le-
gally binding on this Secretary or any suc-
cessor. If the trial court rules in his favor
and the States appeal, the State of Florida
faces the prospect of the Secretary pub-
lishing final procedures for Florida Tribes
thereby licensing full scale casino gambling
on Indian lands in our state while the appeal
is pending. Should the States prevail on ap-
peal and the Secretary’s actions are deter-
mined to be invalid by either the Court of
Appeals or the Supreme Court, Florida will
be faced with an intolerable situation. The
Tribes will have invested in and opened full
scale casinos which will then be deemed ille-
gal under IGRA. In the past, the federal gov-
ernment has been either unable or unwilling
to see that the requirements of the law—
IGRA—be faithfully enforced. Both the Sem-
inole and Miccosukee Tribes in Florida have
for some time operated uncompacted class
III gambling operations with no response
from the responsible federal officials.

I believe that your proposal is in order.
The proposal is consistent with the Sec-
retary’s position that the court should be
given an opportunity to rule on the validity

of his regulations prior to the implementa-
tion of any gambling purporting to be li-
censed under them. By preventing the Sec-
retary from acting in the next fiscal year,
the proposal protects all concerned from a
miscarriage of justice and will inject the cer-
tainty necessary for proper relations among
the parties to this dispute.

Thank you again for your continued atten-
tion to this very important matter and I re-
main at your service to help in any way I
can.

Sincerely,
ROBERT A. BUTTERWORTH,

Attorney General.

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL,
STATE OF ALABAMA,

July 11, 2000.

Re Sessions-Graham Amendment to H.R.
4578

Senator JEFF SESSIONS,
United States Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SESSIONS: I write in support
of the amendment that you and Senator
Graham have proposed to H.R. 4578, the FY
2001 appropriations bill for the Department
of the Interior, which would prohibit the
Secretary of the Interior from using appro-
priated funds to publish Class III gaming
procedures under part 291 of title 25, Code of
Federal Regulations.

As you know, substantial questions have
been raised regarding the Secretary’s au-
thority to promulgate Indian gaming regula-
tions. At the Notice and Comment stage, the
Attorneys General of several states, includ-
ing Alabama, pointed out that the Secretary
lacked statutory authority to promulgate
procedures that would allow Indian tribes to
obtain gaming compacts from Interior rather
than by negotiation with the States. The At-
torneys General also pointed out that the
Secretary had an incurable conflict of inter-
est that would preclude his acting as a medi-
ator in disputes between the tribes and the
States because he is a trustee for the tribes
and owes them a fiduciary duty. After the
Secretary overrode these objections and pro-
mulgated Indian gaming regulations, the
States of Alabama and Florida filed suit in
federal district court to challenge the Sec-
retary’s action. That lawsuit remains pend-
ing.

The proposed rider preserves the status
quo and allows the federal courts to resolve
the issues raised in the lawsuit filed by Ala-
bama and Florida. More particularly, the
rider precludes the Secretary from spending
appropriated funds to take the last step nec-
essary to allow a tribe to conduct Class III
gaming over State objection. The Secretary
should withhold this final step until the Ala-
bama and Florida lawsuit has been resolved
and all appeals are precluded.

The rider will not only preserve the status
quo, it will preclude injury to the States and
any tribe that may rely to its detriment on
Secretarial action that has not been conclu-
sively held to be statutorily authorized.

Very truly yours,
BILL PRYOR,

Attorney General.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator seek to make his amendment
the pending amendment?

Mr. SESSIONS. I ask unanimous con-
sent the amendment be made the pend-
ing amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.
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The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Hawaii.
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise

today as I have in prior years to oppose
the amendment proposed by my col-
league, Senator SESSIONS, related to
Indian gaming.

I have had the privilege of serving on
the Committee on Indian Affairs for 20
years now.

Over the course of that time, I have
learned a little bit about the state of
Indian country, and the pervasive pov-
erty which is both the remnant and re-
sult of too many years of failed Federal
policies

There was a time in our history when
the native people of this land thrived.

They lived in a state of optimum
health.

They took from the land and the
water only those resources that were
necessary to sustain their well-being.

They were the first stewards of the
environment, and those who later came
here, found this continent in pristine
condition because of their wise stew-
ardship.

Even after the advent of European
contact, most tribal groups continued
their subsistence way of life.

Their culture and religion sustained
them.

They had sophisticated forms of gov-
ernment.

It was so sophisticated and so clearly
efficient and effective over many cen-
turies, that our Founding Fathers
could find no other better form of gov-
ernment upon which to structure the
government of our new Nation.

So they adopted the framework of
the Iroquois Confederacy—a true de-
mocracy—and it is upon that founda-
tion that we have built this great Na-
tion.

Unfortunately, there came a time in
our history when those in power de-
cided that the native people were an
obstacle, and obstruction to the new
American way of life and later, to the
westward expansion of the United
States.

So our Nation embarked upon a
course of terminating the Indians by
exterminating them through war and
the distribution of blankets infested
with smallpox.

We very nearly succeeded in wiping
them out.

Anthropologists and historians esti-
mate that there were anywhere from 10
to 50 million indigenous people occu-
pying this continent at the time of Eu-
ropean contact.

By 1849, when the United States fi-
nally declared and end to the era
known as the Indian Wars, we had
managed to so effectively decimate the
Indian population that there were a
bare 250,000 native people remaining.

Having failed in that undertaking, we
next proceeded to round up those who
survived, forcibly marched them away
from their traditional lands and across
the country.

Not surprisingly, these forced
marches—and there were many of these

‘‘trails of tears’’—further reduced the
Indian population because many died
along the way.

Later, we found the most inhos-
pitable areas of the country on which
to relocate the native people, and ex-
pected them to scratch out a living
there.

Of course, we made some promises
along the way:

That in exchange for the cession by
the tribes of millions of acres of land to
the United States, we would provide
them with education and health care
and shelter.

We told them, often in solemn trea-
ties, that these new lands would be
theirs in perpetuity—that their tradi-
tional way of life would be protected
from encroachment by non-Indians and
that we would recognize their inherent
right as sovereigns to retain all powers
of government not relinquished.

Their rights to hunt and fish and
gather food, to use the waters that
were necessary to sustain life on a res-
ervation and the natural resources,
were also recognized as preserved in
perpetuity to their use.

But over the years, these promises
and others were broken by our Na-
tional Government, and our vacilla-
tions in policies—of which there were
many—left most reservation commu-
nities in economic ruin.

It might interest my colleagues in
the Senate to know that the Govern-
ment of the United States entered into
800 treaties with Indian nations, sov-
ereign nations. Of the 800 treaties, 470
were filed. I presume they are still filed
in some of our cabinets. Three hundred
seventy were ratified. Of the 370 trea-
ties ratified by this Senate, we found it
necessary to violate provisions in every
single one of them.

The cumulative effects of our treat-
ment of the native people of this land
have proven to be nearly fatal to them.

Poverty in Indian country is un-
equaled anywhere else in the United
States.

The desperation and despair which
inevitably accompanies the pervasive
economic devastation that is found in
Indian country accounts for the astro-
nomically high rates of suicide and
mortality from diseases.

Within this context, along comes an
opportunity for some tribal govern-
ments to explore the economic poten-
tial of gaming.

It doesn’t prove to be a panacea, but
it begins to bring in revenues that trib-
al communities haven’t had before.

And then the State of California en-
ters the picture by bringing a legal ac-
tion against the Cabazon Band of Mis-
sion Indians—a case that ultimately
makes it to the Supreme Court.

Consistent with 150 years of Federal
law and constitutional principles, the
Supreme Court rules that the State of
California cannot exercise its jurisdic-
tion on Indian lands to regulate gam-
ing activities.

This is in May 1987, and in the after-
math of the Court’s ruling, attention
turns to the Congress.

Mr. President, it was now in the 100th
session of the Congress that I found
myself serving as the primary sponsor
of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act
of 1988.

There were many hearings and many
drafts leading up to the formulation of
the bill that was ultimately signed into
law.

Intially, our inclination was to fol-
low the well-established and time-hon-
ored model of Federal Indian law—
which was to provide for an exclusive
Federal presence in the regulation of
gaming activities on Indian lands.

Such a framework would be con-
sistent with constitutional principles,
with the majority of our Federal stat-
utes addressing Indian country, and
would reflect the fact that as a general
proposition—it is Federal law, along
with tribal law, that governs most all
of what may transpire in Indian coun-
try.

But representatives of several States
came to the Congress—demanding a
role in the regulation of Indian gam-
ing—and ultimately, we acquiesced to
those demands.

We selected a mechanism that has
become customary in the dealings
amongst sovereign governments.

This mechanism—a compact between
a State government and a tribal gov-
ernment—would be recognized by the
Federal Government as the agreement
between the two sovereigns as to how
the conduct of gaming on Indian lands
would proceed.

This Federal recognition of the
agreement would be accompanied when
the Secretary of the Department of the
Interior approved the tribal-State com-
pact.

In an effort to assure that the parties
would come to the table and negotiate
a compact in good faith, and in order
to provide for the possibility that the
parties might not reach agreement, we
also provided a means by which the
parties could seek the involvement of a
Federal district court, and if ordered
by the court, could avail themselves of
a mediation process.

That judicial remedy and the poten-
tial for a mediated solution when the
parties find themselves at an impasse
has subsequently been frustrated by a
ruling of the Supreme Court upholding
the 11th amendment immunity of the
several States.

Thus, while there are some who have
consistently maintained that sovereign
immunity is an anachronism in con-
temporary times, in this area at least,
the States still jealously guard their
sovereign immunity to suit in the
courts of another sovereign.

In so doing, the States have pre-
sented us with a clear conflict, which
we have been trying to resolve for sev-
eral years.

Although 24 of the 28 States that
have Indian reservations within their
boundaries have now entered into 159
tribal-State compacts with 148 tribal
governments, there are a few States in
which tribal-state compacts have not
been reached.
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And the conflict we are challenged

with resolving is how to accommodate
the desire of these States to be in-
volved in the regulation of Indian gam-
ing and their equally strong desire to
avoid any process which might enable
the parties to overcome an impasse in
their negotiations.

The Secretary of the Interior is to be
commended in his efforts to achieve
what the Congress has been unable to
accomplish in the past few years.

Following the Supreme Court’s 11th
amendment ruling, the Secretary took
a reasonable course of action.

He published a notice of proposed
rulemaking, inviting comments on his
authority to promulgate regulations
for an alternative process to the tribal-
State compacting process established
in the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act.

Thereafter, he followed the next ap-
propriate steps under the Administra-
tive Procedures Act, inviting the input
of all interested parties in the promul-
gation of regulations.

When the Senate acted to prohibit
him from proceeding in this time-hon-
ored fashion, he brought together rep-
resentatives of the National Governors
Association, the National Association
of Attorneys General, and the tribal
governments, to explore whether a con-
sensus could be reached on these and
other matters.

In the meantime, my colleagues pro-
pose an amendment that would pro-
hibit the Secretary from proceeding
with the regulatory process.

Once again, there have been no hear-
ings on this proposal—no public consid-
eration of this formulation—no input
from the governments involved and di-
rectly affected by this proposal.

Last year, the Secretary of the De-
partment of the Interior made clear his
intention to recommend a veto of the
Interior appropriations bill should this
provision be adopted by the Senate and
approved in House-Senate conference.

I suggest that it is unlikely that the
Secretary’s position has changed in
any material respect—particularly in
light of all that he has undertaken to
accomplish, including frank discussion
amongst the State and tribal govern-
ments.

As one who initiated a similar discus-
sion process several years ago, I am
more than a little familiar with the
issues that require resolution.

However, in the intervening years,
court rulings have clarified and put to
rest many of the issues that were in
contention in that earlier process.

I have continued to talk to Gov-
ernors and attorneys general and tribal
government leaders on a weekly, if not
daily basis, and I believe, as the Sec-
retary does, that the potential is there
for the State and tribal governments to
come to some mutually acceptable res-
olution of the matters that remain out-
standing between them.

I believe the Secretary’s process
should be allowed to proceed.

I also believe that pre-empting that
process through an amendment to this

bill could well serve as the death knell
for what is ultimately the only viable
way to accomplish a final resolution.

The alternative is to proceed in this
piecemeal fashion each year—an
amendment each year to prohibit the
Secretary from taking any action that
would bridge the gap in the Indian
Gaming Regulatory Act that was cre-
ated by the Court’s ruling and which
will inevitably discourage the State
and tribal governments from fash-
ioning solutions.

This is not the way to do the business
of the people.

There are those in this body who are
opposed to gaming.

As many of my colleagues know, I
count myself in their numbers. I am
opposed to gaming.

Hawaii and Utah are the only two
States in our Union that criminally
prohibit all forms of gaming, and I sup-
port that prohibition in my State.

But I have walked many miles in In-
dian country, and I have seen the pov-
erty, and the desperation and despair
in the eyes of many Indian parents and
their children.

I have looked into the eyes of the el-
ders—eyes that express great sadness.

I have met young Indian people who
are now dead because they saw no hope
for the future.

And I have seen what gaming has en-
abled tribal governments to do, for the
first time—to build hospitals and clin-
ics, to repair and construct safe
schools, to provide jobs or the adults
and educational opportunities for the
youth—and perhaps most importantly,
to engender a real optimism that there
can be and will be—the prospects for a
brighter future.

It is for these reasons, and because of
their rights as sovereigns to pursue ac-
tivities that hold the potential for
making their tribal economies become
both viable and stable over the long
term, that I support Indian gaming.

And it is for these reasons, that I
must, again this year, strongly oppose
the efforts of my colleagues to take
from Indian country, what unfortu-
nately has become the single ray of
hope for the future that native people
have had for a very long time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I just
have a minute and then I will yield to
Senator CAMPBELL.

Mr. President, Alabama has one very
small tribe of a few hundred people
down at the south end of the State,
near my home of Mobile. This land is
around Montgomery, 150 miles further
north, and there are no Indians living
on it, where they want to build this ca-
sino.

The tribe is a group of the finest peo-
ple I know. The chief tribal adminis-
trator, Eddie Tullis, is a long time
friend of mine. I admire him. I admire
what they have done. They have a
bingo parlor that has been successful
and is doing well. They have a motel
and a restaurant that I eat at fre-

quently. I love the people who are
there. I care about them. Eddie Tullis
recently said in the paper: JEFF is OK.
He is just letting his morality get in
the way of his good judgment.

I didn’t know whether I should take
that as a compliment, or what.

But my view is simply this: I don’t
think IGRA would have passed if the
people in the Senate and the House
thought that if a State said to the
tribe: You can have horse racing, you
can have dog racing, you can have
bingo, as we have in Alabama, but we
are not going to remove casino gam-
bling from the State.

That is the question I have.
The Secretary of Interior is talking

about stepping into this dispute and
taking the position that he alone can
decide what is done.

I care about the fine Indian people
who are members of the Poarch Band
in Atmore, AL. I have visited that area
many times. I know quite a number of
them personally. This isn’t a personal
thing. I think they understand it. It is
matter of law. I was former Attorney
General of the State of Alabama. I
don’t believe this is good policy.

We ought to pass this amendment.
I see Senator CAMPBELL, whom I re-

spect highly. I know he wants to speak
on the matter.

I yield to Senator CAMPBELL.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I

thank my friend.
Mr. President, certainly there are

Members of this Chamber who are
downright against gaming. I under-
stand that. As Senator INOUYE men-
tioned, even his State has no gaming.
But I do not believe that is what this
debate is about. For me, very frankly,
it is about whether we keep our word
or we do not keep our word.

The Senator mentioned that literally
for every treaty ever signed by the
Federal Government, Indian tribes
ended up losing by virtue of the Gov-
ernment breaking the treaty.

No one speaks more eloquently than
Senator INOUYE about the destructive
forces that have been heaped upon
American Indians at the hands of the
U.S. Government. I think he does it
very eloquently because of his own
background. He is a man of great brav-
ery, who just received America’s high-
est award. He is a Medal of Honor re-
cipient. Yet he fought in a war during
which his own people were interned in
camps at the hands of the Federal Gov-
ernment. Certainly, Senator INOUYE is
held in the highest esteem throughout
Indian country, as he is in this body.

But I think many of our colleagues
ought to study the old treaties, even
though most of them were broken—not
all—by the Federal Government. In-
dian people have a very special rela-
tionship with the Federal Government.
It would do us well if we read some of
the old promises we made and didn’t
keep.

The Senator talked a little about the
problems we have on reservations. But
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I don’t think it is really understood by
people who spend most of their time, as
we say, ‘‘outside the reservation.’’ You
ought to go to Pine Ridge, SD, where
unemployment is 70 percent, usually. It
is rarely less than 50 percent. It is
sometimes higher than 70 percent—
where every third young lady tries sui-
cide before she is out of her teenage
years; and young men, too. Too many
of them succeed.

With fetal alcohol syndrome com-
pared to the national average, 1 out of
every 50,000 babies born in America suf-
fers from fetal alcohol syndrome. For
those who do not know what that is,
that is a disease they get when they
are inside of their mother because their
mother drinks. It is about 1 out of
50,000 nationwide. But in Pine Ridge,
SD, in some years it is 1 out of 4 ba-
bies. It is a disease that is totally pre-
ventable. Yet it is incurable once they
have it. They get it from their mother
drinking too much. They are institu-
tionalized for life, at a huge cost in
terms of human tragedy and the Amer-
ican taxpayer.

If you had those numbers in any town
in America—whether it is the high
school dropout rate, or the suicide
rate, whether it is death by violent ac-
tions, whether it is fetal alcohol syn-
drome, or anything else—if you had
anything near that in the outside cul-
ture, it would be considered dev-
astating to that community. Believe
me, people would be here on the floor
clamoring for the Senate to do some-
thing about it.

There are very few things that work
on Indian reservations that try to
bring new money to the reservation.

In 1988, when Senator INOUYE was the
leader on the Senate side on the Indian
Gaming and Regulatory Act, and I was
on the House side as one of the people
involved originally in the writing of
that bill, certainly then none of us
knew that it would grow to such pro-
portions. But clearly it has done some
good. It is not all good. Obviously,
there are stresses and pressures. When
you increase any kind of economic ac-
tivity in a local community, there are
more people on the highways. There
are more people in the schools and
parks. We understand that.

If you look at the outside of it in
terms of what it has done to help
youngsters with scholarships, what it
has done to help senior citizens who
had no other income, and what it has
done to provide money for tribes that
have been able to invest that money
into other enterprises, it is overwhelm-
ingly positive.

I have to tell you that it seems that
every year we have to fight this fight.
Almost every year, somebody comes
down here with a microphone who
wants to take a hit at the little oppor-
tunities Indians have in Indian country
because of gaming.

I point out, my gosh, that I live on
the Southern Ute Reservation in Colo-
rado 150 yards from a tribal casino. I
see who works it. I see if there is any

increase in crime—or other kinds of
wild accusations we sometimes hear on
the Senate floor. Believe me, they are
mostly wrong.

First of all, the majority of people
who work in the Indian reservations
are not Indian. At least 50 percent in
most of the casinos are not Indians. It
has helped whole communities. They
pay income taxes just as anybody
else—Indian people and non-Indian. It
has put revenue into the coffers of the
Federal Government and State govern-
ments.

Under Federal law, in 1988, as you
know, tribes were limited to the types
of gaming allowed under the laws of
the States in which they reside. Some
States simply don’t allow gaming at
all. Therefore, those tribes in those
States can’t do it. We made sure that
the tribes were factored in in 1988. In
my own State, tribes are limited to
just slot machines and low-stakes table
games.

The State of our friend from New
Mexico has a little higher limit. Other
States have higher limits. But it is
with the approval of the States under a
contractual agreement between the
States and the tribes.

In Utah, there is no gambling what-
soever. Therefore, the tribes cannot
have any form of gaming.

The intent of the Federal Indian
Gaming Act was that in States where
gaming is limited or prohibited, tribes
would be similarly limited or prohib-
ited. It was an agreement made with
the States. They were not locked out.
They were completely included in the
process and certainly in the dialog
when we wrote this bill in the first
place.

There are many tribes and States
that sat down and worked out their
agreements that are binding and effec-
tive.

We often hear about an isolated case
where something is not working very
well. But often we don’t study all of
the overwhelmingly positive effects.

There are some Governors whom we
know who have refused to negotiate at
all with the tribes in their States, leav-
ing those tribes without the ability to
legally conduct gaming activities.
That wasn’t assumed. We passed the
IGRA Act in 1988. We didn’t think there
would be some Governors who simply
wouldn’t negotiate and would stone-
wall and not come to the table. But
there have been some.

We should remember how we got
here.

In the wake of the 1987 Cabazon deci-
sion by the Supreme Court which held
that State gaming laws did not apply
to Indian gaming conducted on Indian
lands, States clamored for a role in the
writing of IGRA and regulating of the
gaming on Indian lands. They got it.

Congress responded in 1988 by enact-
ing the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act
which provided an unprecedented op-
portunity for States to participate in
the conduct and regulation of Indian
gaming conducted entirely on Indian
lands.

Reverse that a little bit. Do you
think Indian tribes are in the loop or
are able to participate in the conduct
of regulation of State activities that
are off Indian lands? They don’t have
the voice that States do within tribal
governments.

That act was a compromise and for
the first time gave the State govern-
ments a role in what gaming would
occur on Indian lands. While Congress
intended State participation, we in-
tended to participate but we never in-
tended that the States’ refusal to nego-
tiate would serve as an effective veto
by any State over a tribe’s right to
conduct such gaming.

Today’s debate is about whether a
Governor or State can limit the type of
activity of certain groups simply by re-
fusing to negotiate. That is unfair. I
think it is un-American.

As my colleagues know, I happen to
be from the West. Most westerners are
strong States rights people. We contin-
ually harangue the Federal Govern-
ment for eroding States rights. We are
always down here over business devel-
opment or use of public lands. If it is
good enough for a tribe to have to ne-
gotiate, then it should also be good
enough for the State to have to nego-
tiate, as was implied in IGRA.

While I believe that each State’s pub-
lic policy should determine the scope
of gaming in that State, I also believe
the current state of the law gives
States what is in reality a veto over
tribes. That is unacceptable.

I should point out to my colleagues
that in many cases non-Indian gaming
is promoted and even operated by State
governments, such as State lotteries.
It is an element of competition that
should not be lost on this body. No one
wants to share the revenue if they
think they can make it all. I under-
stand that. That is American business.
But I believe some States have refused
to bargain simply in order to preserve
that monopoly on gaming.

To begin to break the stalemate, the
Interior Department proposed a process
based on the IGRA statute. Senator
INOUYE alluded to that. Though the
process may need refinement, I don’t
believe the Secretary should be stopped
from developing alternative approaches
to this impasse.

I believe it is in the interests of all
parties that the Federal courts be al-
lowed to render final, binding decisions
to clarify the authority of the Sec-
retary. That has not been finished.
That is ongoing now. Adoption of this
amendment would certainly short cir-
cuit that process.

By the way, there has been a similar
amendment already rejected by the
House of Representatives. I think it
will unduly interfere with the litiga-
tion that is now at hand and deny the
parties the clarification they need.

Last year, Secretary Babbitt made a
commitment to Chairman GORTON, to
the Senate as a whole, to refrain from
implementing any further regulations
until the Federal courts, including the
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appellate level, rule on the merits of
the legal issues involved. That litiga-
tion is now endangered by this amend-
ment, which prohibits the Secretary
from taking any action to implement
those regulations, including the ac-
tions that will allow the matter to
‘‘ripen’’ and allow it to be pursued to a
conclusion.

Coming from a Western State, I am
as supportive as anyone in this body of
States rights, but those who say this
process ‘‘overrides the Governors’’ are
wrong.

Under the proposal, if a State objects
to a decision made by the Interior Sec-
retary, that State can challenge the
decision in Federal court.

For those who fear the Department is
acting without oversight I point out
that Congress has the authority to re-
view any proposed regulations before
they take effect.

As the proposal comes before the au-
thorizing committees, any new regula-
tions will get a careful review and if
they are found wanting, they will not
pass.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this amendment and allow the process
to work.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair and
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). The Senator from Washington.

AMENDMENT NO. 3790

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I be-
lieve Senator SESSIONS is willing to
withdraw the rollcall on this amend-
ment. It will be accepted by voice vote.

Also, I have a unanimous consent re-
quest with respect to the votes that
have already been ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, that
is correct. First, we are asking today
in this amendment basically what the
Secretary has agreed to. He has agreed,
to the House but not to us, that he
would hold off until after the appeal,
and this 1-year delay would cover the
circumstance in which we are likely to
have a new Secretary come January—
whether President Bush or GORE is
elected. This may not be binding on the
new one. It will guarantee the status
quo until we get a court ruling.

In light of that and the discussions I
have had, I vitiate my request for the
yeas and nays and ask for a voice vote.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I have no objection
to the voice vote. I will be on the los-
ing side, but when we get to con-
ference, I will have a lot more to say
about it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 3790) was agreed
to.

Mr. GORTON. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent, notwithstanding
the DOD concept, that the votes occur

in the following order, with no second-
degree amendments in order prior to
the votes, with 2 minutes prior to each
vote for explanation in relation to the
Durbin amendment on the subject of
grazing and the Inhofe amendment on
the subject of the National Endow-
ment.

CHANGE OF VOTE—NO. 169

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, on rollcall vote 169, I was recorded
as voting yea and I voted nay. There-
fore, I ask unanimous consent the offi-
cial record be corrected. This will in no
way affect the outcome of the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REED. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, on rollcall vote No. 169, I was re-
corded as voting nay and I voted yea.
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that the official record be corrected to
accurately reflect my vote. This will in
no way affect the outcome of the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. Reserving the right to
object, do I understand that the unani-
mous consent request would bring the
Senate back to the previous order, im-
mediately after those two votes?

Mr. GORTON. The Senator is correct.
Basically, we will have two rollcall
votes now and then go to DOD. I under-
stand the leaders were attempting to
arrange to finish Interior on Monday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request by the Senator
from Washington?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection to the request of the Sen-
ators from Nevada and Rhode Island?

Without objection, their requests are
so ordered.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 3810

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I don’t
believe the Senator from Illinois is
available.

Mr. REID. Why don’t we waive our 2
minutes? We heard from the Senators
previously.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment No. 3810.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
The result was announced—yeas 38,

nays 62, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 175 Leg.]

YEAS—38

Akaka
Bayh
Biden
Boxer
Bryan
Chafee, L.
Cleland
Collins
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Graham
Harkin

Hollings
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Mikulski

Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Snowe
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—62

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Bingaman

Bond
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Byrd

Campbell
Cochran
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
Crapo

Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Enzi
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel

Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Kerrey
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles

Roberts
Roth
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

The amendment (No. 3810) was re-
jected.

Mr. GORTON. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). Under the previous order,
there are 2 minutes equally divided
prior to a vote on the Inhofe amend-
ment.

The Senator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, the two

managers of the Defense authorization
bill, after we complete this vote, in an
effort for people to understand what is
going on, would like to be able to tell
Members who have amendments to
offer to that legislation what the se-
quence would be. Under the order that
is now in effect, Senator BYRD will be
first.

I think it would be appropriate if
Senator WARNER and Senator LEVIN
could give us some indication how the
next amendments would flow so we
know what happens after this vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished leader.

We are here to try to convenience the
Senate tonight. After this next vote,
under the order, we go to the defense
authorization bill. There are only four
amendments scheduled in addition to
Mr. BYRD’s amendment. That would
make five.

Senator LEVIN and I will accommo-
date the Members who are going to be
debating tonight. If we can get into
some short meeting with them, in be-
tween these votes right now, perhaps
at the end we can announce a UC re-
quest sequencing the four amendments.
That is my intention.

Mr. LEVIN. If the Senator would
yield, there is just one more vote now
scheduled?

Mr. WARNER. That is correct.
Mr. LEVIN. Then we would go to

Senator BYRD, who is in the UC, dis-
pose of that amendment. Then the
other four that are listed are not
sequenced yet.

Mr. WARNER. That is correct.
Mr. LEVIN. We would attempt to se-

quence them. If we fail, as far as I am
concerned, then it’s whoever gets rec-
ognized first. But we are going to make
a real effort to sequence those amend-
ments and then vote on them in the
morning.

Mr. WARNER. Yes. Mr. President, we
will try to reduce the times so that we
are not here for a lengthy period.
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Mr. REID. The Senators involved are

Senators FEINGOLD, DURBIN, HARKIN,
and KERRY of Massachusetts.

Mr. LEVIN. But there are others in-
volved in those amendments.

AMENDMENT NO. 3812

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there are 2 minutes
equally divided prior to a vote on the
Inhofe amendment.

Who yields time?
The Senator from Oklahoma.
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, this is a

very simple, straightforward, easy-to-
understand amendment. It merely
takes $7.3 million and puts it into the
Indian Health Services for diabetes. It
does take that out of the National En-
dowment for the Arts, but all it does is
take it out of the increase. Last year
they had $97 million. They are increas-
ing it this year to $105 million. All I am
asking is to take that $7 million, in-
stead of increasing the National En-
dowment for the Arts, and to put it
into the Indian Health Services’ diabe-
tes program.

I am prejudiced because I come from
the State that has in terms of percent-
ages, the largest Indian population.
However, I can tell you this, that of
the national Indian population, 12.2
percent of them have diabetes because
of the environment in which they live.
It is an unhealthy environment. There
are cases where they have all kinds of
infections that set in where they are
unable to keep from having amputa-
tions. So it is a very serious thing.

You will hear from the other side an
argument that says we are hurting the
National Endowment for the Arts. I
want Senators to remember, when you
cast your vote, this does not take any
money away from the allocation they
had last year; it merely freezes that al-
location in for the coming year. Even
with the increase of $30 million that is
currently in this program, that still is
less than 10 percent of the amount of
money that is spent for research on
cancer and AIDS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Who yields time?
The Senator from Washington.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this bill

includes a $143 million increase for the
Indian Health Service, an amount
much larger than the entire appropria-
tions for the National Endowment for
the Arts. Due to the work of Senator
DOMENICI, there is a $30 million-a-year
entitlement for the very subject of dia-
betes control for Indians that is al-
ready a part of the funding of Indian
programs in the United States.

The National Endowment for the
Arts, which has abided by all of the re-
strictions put on it over the last sev-
eral years by this body, has not had an
increase since 1992. This is a fair and
modest increase for the National En-
dowment for the Arts. It ought to be
rewarded for following the commands
of Congress, itself. The money is not
needed for the purposes of the amend-
ment because that function is already

very generously supported both in this
bill and through an entitlement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 3812. The yeas and nays
have been ordered. The clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 27,
nays 73, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 176 Leg.]
YEAS—27

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Coverdell
Enzi
Fitzgerald

Gramm
Grams
Hagel
Helms
Hutchinson
Inhofe
Kyl
Mack
McCain

McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Thomas
Thurmond

NAYS—73

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee, L.
Cleland
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin

Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Frist
Gorton
Graham
Grassley
Gregg
Harkin
Hatch
Hollings
Hutchison
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln

Lott
Lugar
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thompson
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

The amendment (No. 3812) was re-
jected.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the only re-
maining first-degree amendments in
order to the Interior bill other than the
managers’ package of amendments be
the following and subject to relevant
second-degree amendments:

Boxer on pesticides;
Bryan on timber sales;
Nickles on monuments language;
Torricelli on UPAR;
Torricelli on highlands;
Reed of Rhode Island on weatheriza-

tion;
Bingaman on forest health;
Bingaman on Ramah Navajo;
Feingold on Park Service;
And Domenici on Rio Grande water.
I further ask unanimous consent that

on Monday, July 17, the Senate resume
the Interior bill at a time to be deter-
mined by the majority leader, after
consultation with the minority leader,

and the amendments listed above be of-
fered and debated during Monday’s ses-
sion, other than the Feingold amend-
ment which will be debated on Tuesday
with 15 minutes under the control of
Senator FEINGOLD and 15 minutes
under the control of Senator BINGAMAN
regarding the Navajo amendment; fur-
ther, with consent granted, to lay aside
each amendment where deemed nec-
essary by the two leaders.

I also ask unanimous consent that all
amendments and debate be concluded
during Monday’s session and the votes
occur at 9:45 a.m. on Tuesday, with 2
minutes prior to each vote for expla-
nation, with the bill being advanced to
third reading and passage to occur
after disposition of these amendments,
all without any intervening action or
debate. Further, I ask unanimous con-
sent that additional relevant second
degrees be in order if necessary to the
first degree after disposition of any of-
fered second-degree amendment on
Tuesday.

Finally, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate insist on its amend-
ment, request a conference with the
House, and the Chair be authorized to
appoint conferees on the part of the
Senate, which will be the entire Inte-
rior Subcommittee.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Senator BOXER has instructed me
to make sure she has an up-or-down
vote on her amendment. It is one that
is in order. She wants to make sure
that if there is a second degree she has
a right to reoffer her amendment. She
is willing to take a voice vote. She
wants to make sure there is a vote on
her amendment, and I ask the Chair if
that would be permissible under this
consent agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, in light

of this agreement, there will be no fur-
ther votes this evening. The next vote
will occur in a stacked sequence begin-
ning at 9:30 a.m. tomorrow. The Senate
will begin the death tax repeal at 8:30
a.m. tomorrow, Thursday morning.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I want to comment briefly on the Sen-
ate’s adoption of the Domenici sub-
stitute amendment to the Craig
amendment regarding the President’s
Roadless Initiative. I was unable to be
on the floor earlier today when the
Craig amendment and Domenici sub-
stitute amendment were considered.

First, let me say that I was a cospon-
sor of the underlying Craig amendment
and I continue to share his concern
about blatant Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act violations by this adminis-
tration in the development of their
Roadless Initiative. In any case, I don’t
believe ‘‘one-size-fits-all’’ proposals
like the President’s Roadless Initia-
tive, hatched in the halls of bureauc-
racy in Washington, D.C., can be any
substitute for sound land management
policies developed in collaboration
with people at the local level. Orego-
nians, if given a chance, have proven
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time and again that they can be better
stewards of the land than federal bu-
reaucrats.

I understand that Senator CRAIG
agreed to the Domenici substitute in
part because this matter of FACA vio-
lations will be considered by the courts
this August. I trust that the Congress
will have an opportunity to review this
matter this session if the courts fail to
do so, and I praise Senator CRAIG for
his continued leadership on this impor-
tant issue.

With that said, I wanted to add my
voice to those who spoke earlier in
favor of the Domenici substitute
amendment that seeks to address the
growing threat of catastrophic wildfire
in areas of urban-wildland interface. A
century of fire suppression followed by
years of inactive forest management
under this administration have left our
National Forest system overstocked
with underbrush and unnaturally dense
tree stands that are now at risk of cat-
astrophic wildfire. The GAO recently
found that at least 39 million acres of
the National Forest system are at high
risk for catastrophic fire. According to
the Forest Service, twenty-six million
acres are at risk from insects and dis-
ease infestations as well. The built up
fuel loads in these forests create abnor-
mally hot wildfires that are extremely
difficult to control. To prevent cata-
strophic fire and widespread insect in-
festation and disease outbreaks, these
forests need to be treated. The under-
brush needs to be removed. The forests
must be thinned to allow the remain-
ing trees to grow more rapidly and
more naturally. This year’s fires in
New Mexico have given us a preview of
what is to come throughout our Na-
tional Forest system if we continue
this administration’s policy of passive
forest management.

I believe the Domenici amendment
will help this reluctant administration
to face up to this growing threat to
homes, wildlife, and watersheds. I com-
mend Senator DOMENICI and the bipar-
tisan group of Senators who worked
very hard to craft this compromise.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am
pleased to rise today in strong support
of H.R. 4578, the Interior and related
agencies appropriations bill for FY
2001.

As a member of the Interior Appro-
priations Subcommittee and the full
Appropriations Committee, I appre-
ciate the difficult task before the dis-
tinguished subcommittee chairman
and ranking member to balance the di-
verse priorities funded in this bill—
from our public lands, to major Indian
programs and agencies, energy con-
servation and research, and the Smith-
sonian and federal arts agencies. They
have done a masterful job meeting im-
portant program needs within existing
spending caps.

The pending bill provides $15.6 billion
in new budget authority and $10.1 bil-
lion in new outlays to fund Department
of Interior and related agencies. When
outlays from prior-year budget author-

ity and other completed actions are
taken into account the Senate bill to-
tals $15.5 billion in BA and $15.6 billion
in outlays for FY 2001. The Senate bill
is at its Section 302(b) allocation for
BA and $2 million under the Sub-
committee’s revised 302(b) allocation in
outlays.

I would particularly like to thank
Senator GORTON and Senator BYRD for
their commitment to Indian programs
in this year’s Interior and Related
Agencies appropriation bill. They have
included increases of $144 million for
Bureau of Indian Affairs construction,
$110 million for the Indian Health serv-
ice and $65 million for the operation of
Indian programs.

I commend the subcommittee chair-
man and ranking member for bringing
this important measure to the floor
within the 302(b) allocation. I urge the
adoption of the bill, and ask for unani-
mous consent that the Budget Com-
mittee scoring of the bill be printed in
the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

H.R. 4578, INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS, 2001, SPENDING
COMPARISONS—SENATE-REPORTED BILL

[Fiscal year 2001, in millions of dollars]

General
Purpose Mandatory Total

Senate-reported bill:
Budget authority .................. 15,474 59 15,533
Outlays ................................. 15,509 70 15,579

Senate 302(b) allocation:
Budget authority .................. 15,474 59 15,533
Outlays ................................. 15,511 70 15,581

2000 level:
Budget authority .................. 14,769 59 14,828
Outlays ................................. 14,833 83 14,916

President’s request:
Budget authority .................. 16,286 59 16,345
Outlays ................................. 15,982 70 16,052

House-passed bill:
Budget authority .................. 14,723 59 14,782
Outlays ................................. 15,224 70 15,294

SENATE-REPORTED BILL
COMPARED TO

Senate 302(b) allocation:
Budget authority .................. .................... .................... ....................
Outlays ................................. ¥2 .................... ¥2

2000 level:
Budget authority .................. 705 .................... 705
Outlays ................................. 676 ¥13 663

President’s request:
Budget authority .................. ¥812 .................... ¥812
Outlays ................................. ¥473 .................... ¥473

House-passed bill:
Budget authority .................. 751 .................... 751
Outlays ................................. 285 .................... 285

Note.—Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for
consistency with scorekeeping conventions.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR
2001—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the Defense authoriza-
tion bill.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 2549) to authorize appropriations

for fiscal year 2001 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have
in mind, and I think other Members do
at this juncture, operating under the
unanimous consent agreement reached

last night. I amend that unanimous
consent to the extent that the senior
Senator from West Virginia very gra-
ciously is willing to withhold the pres-
entation of his amendment until such
time that the distinguished Senator
from Massachusetts and the Senator
from Alaska bring up their amend-
ments, which is sequenced, and they in-
dicate to this manager that it will not
take more than 10 or 12 minutes.
Therefore, I ask that.

I further request, following the dis-
position of the Byrd amendment, Mr.
FEINGOLD be recognized; following the
completion of his amendment, the Sen-
ator from Illinois, Mr. DURBIN, be rec-
ognized.

Mr. LEVIN. I understand the Senator
from Wisconsin is willing to have 30
minutes equally divided instead of 40
minutes on his amendment. I ask that
the unanimous consent agreement be
so modified.

Mr. WARNER. I have no objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
The Senator from Alaska.

AMENDMENT NO. 3815

(Purpose: To provide that the limitation on
payment of fines and penalties for environ-
mental compliance violations applies only
to fines and penalties imposed by Federal
agencies)
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the

Senator from Massachusetts had an
amendment pending concerning section
342 of this bill. We have discussed this.
That was an amendment that would
change the existing text that came
from an amendment I suggested. I will
offer an amendment to strike the exist-
ing section 342 and insert language we
agreed upon. I do believe the Senator
from Massachusetts wants to be heard
on this. I want a word after his com-
ments.

Mr. KERRY. I suggest the Senator
from Alaska go first, since he wants to
frame the change, and I will be happy
to respond.

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator is very
gracious. I have become increasingly
concerned about the fines that EPA
has been assessing against military
reservations or elements of the Depart-
ment of Defense, and had requested
this provision in the bill to curtail that
activity. In fact, it would have origi-
nally applied to similar fines from
State and local agencies also.

We have now agreed on a version of
this section 342 that will limit the fines
that can be assessed against military
entities by the EPA to $1.5 million un-
less the amount in excess of that is ap-
proved by Congress. It will be a provi-
sion, if accepted, which will be in effect
for 3 years. My feeling is that there are
many things that go into the operation
of the Department of Defense that are
subject to review by EPA, and it is my
opinion that they have been excessive
in terms of applying fines against the
military departments. I do believe it
results in an alteration of the lands we
have for particular installations and it
reduces the amount of money available
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to operate those installations when
they face these fines.

This amendment does not prohibit
the fines. It only says they cannot as-
sess any and have them paid to the
EPA in excess of $1.5 million unless
that fine is approved by an act of Con-
gress.

I thank the Senator for working this
out.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
my good friend from Alaska for his ef-
forts to try to reach an accommoda-
tion. I listened carefully to the argu-
ments of the Senator from Alaska who
made it clear that he had a very strong
belief that certain facilities in the
State of Alaska had been treated in a
way that he believed very deeply was
inappropriate and resulted in fines that
were excessive and, in his judgment,
wrought with some bureaucratic issues
that he had no recourse to resolve.

The initial section in the bill re-
ported by the committee would regret-
tably have prohibited the EPA entirely
from being able to enforce. A number
of Members felt very strongly that was
an overreaction in how we cure the
problem that the Senator from Alaska
was bringing to our attention without
destroying the ability of the EPA to be
able to enforce across the country.

So we reached an agreement where 98
percent of all those enforcement ac-
tions in the country which are under
$1.5 million, the EPA will continue to
be able to enforce as it currently does.
It is appropriate for this 3-year period
only to review what the impact may be
of some larger level over that period of
time.

To have proceeded down the road we
were going to proceed, in my and other
people’s judgment, would have created
a terrible double standard. Under cur-
rent law, a DOD facility that violates
the Resource Conservation and Recov-
ery Act or the Safe Drinking Water Act
or the Toxic Substances Control Act or
the Clean Air Act is subject to the
same kinds of penalties as a private fa-
cility. By waiving sovereign immunity
and subjecting Federal facilities to
fines, we created the financial hammer
to be able to force a sometimes reluc-
tant Government and a Government
bureaucracy to comply.

Congress recognized this principle in
1992 when we passed the law. The bill
was sponsored by majority leader
Mitchell. He said at the time that a
waiver of sovereign immunity would
move us from the disorder of Federal
noncompliance to a forum in which all
entities were subject to the same law
and to full enforcement action. I am
pleased to say it passed the Senate by
a vote of 94–3, and it passed the House
by a vote of 403–3. It was signed into
law by President Bush, who at the time
said it would bring all Federal facili-
ties into compliance with applicable
Federal and State hazardous waste
laws.

I think that very much is our purpose
today—to protect our capacity to be

able to secure that kind of enforce-
ment. I thank the Senator from Alaska
for his very reasonable approach to
this. I think we have been able to re-
solve the most egregious situations
about which he has expressed appro-
priate concern, but at the same time
we have been able to preserve the prin-
ciple of Federal compliance and the
principle of all people being treated
equally.

I thank the Chair and I thank the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia for his courtesy in allowing us to
deal with this issue.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from West Virginia
for his courtesy and the Senator from
Massachusetts. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment I have at the
desk be accepted in lieu of the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, Senator KERRY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read

as follows:
The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]

proposes an amendment numbered 3815.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
Section 342 is amended by striking the pro-

visions therein and inserting:
SEC. 342. PAYMENT OF FINES AND PENALTIES

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE
VIOLATIONS.

(a) PAYMENT OF FINES AND PENALTIES.—(1)
Chapter 160 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:
‘‘§ 2710. Environmental compliance: payment

of fines and penalties for violations
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of De-

fense or the Secretary of a military depart-
ment may not pay a fine or penalty for an
environmental compliance violation that is
imposed by a Federal agency against the De-
partment of Defense or such military depart-
ment, as the case may be, unless the pay-
ment of the fine or penalty is specifically au-
thorized by law, if the amount of the fine or
penalty (including any supplemental envi-
ronmental projects carried out as part of
such penalty) is $1,500,000 or more.

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
‘‘(1)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph

(B), the term ‘environmental compliance’, in
the case of on-going operations, functions, or
activities at a Department of Defense facil-
ity, means the activities necessary to ensure
that such operations, functions, or activities
meet requirements under applicable environ-
mental law.

‘‘(B) The term does not include operations,
functions, or activities relating to environ-
mental restoration under this chapter that
are conducted using funds in an environ-
mental restoration account under section
2703(a) of this title.

‘‘(2) The term ‘violation’, in the case of en-
vironmental compliance, means an act or
omission resulting in the failure to ensure
the compliance.

‘‘(c) EXPIRATION OF PROHIBITION.—This sec-
tion does not apply to any part of a violation

described in subsection (a) that occurs on or
after the date that is three years after the
date of the enactment of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2001.’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by adding at the
end the following new item:
‘‘2710. Environmental compliance: payment

of fines and penalties for viola-
tions.’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—(1) Section 2710 of title
10, United States Code (as added by sub-
section (a)), shall take effect on the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(2) Subsection (a)(1) of that section, as so
added, shall not apply with respect to any
supplemental environmental projects re-
ferred to in that subsection that were agreed
to before the date of the enactment of this
Act.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, re-
garding the Fort Wainwright central
heat and powerplant, on March 5, 1999,
the EPA Region 10 issued a notice of
violation against the U.S. Army Alas-
ka claiming they had violated the
Clean Air Act with their central heat
and powerplant.

After several meetings between regu-
lators and Army officials, the EPA sent
them a settlement offer proposing that
the Army pay a $16 million penalty to
resolve the alleged clean air violations.

In the offer, the EPA advised the
Army that it would file a formal com-
plaint if the Army failed to make a
good-faith counteroffer within one
month. The EPA also indicated that
the size of fine sought will likely in-
crease if a complaint was filed.

This $16 million penalty is the larg-
est single fine ever sought from the De-
partment of the Army or against any
installation within the Department of
Defense. It also exceeds the combined
total of all other fines previously
sought from the Army.

While U.S. Army Alaska had been
aware for some time that the 50-year
old central heat and powerplant re-
quired numerous upgrades, significant
progress had been made toward bring-
ing the plant into compliance.

The Army also had been working
closely with the Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation—which
had been delegated Clean Air Act en-
forcement authority from the EPA—re-
garding the timetable for compliance.

That same year, in fiscal year 1999,
the Army sought and received author-
ization and appropriations from the
Congress to build a $16 million
baghouse to control emissions from the
plant.

In addition, an additional $22 million
had been budgeted for fiscal year 2000
for plant upgrades.

The Army and the Department of De-
fense were surprised by the basis for
the proposed penalty.

In EPA’s settlement letter, EPA
stated that it was seeking to recover
the ‘‘economic benefit’’ the Army re-
ceived by not constructing the
baghouse sooner.

Over $15.8 million of the proposed
fine, roughly 98 percent, is directly tied
to the ‘‘saved’’ cost that U.S. Army
Alaska purportedly enjoyed.
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This is also the first time the EPA

proposed a fine whose economic benefit
components dwarf the assessed penalty
based on the seriousness of the alleged
violations.

Regarding the EPA visit to Shemya
Air Force Base, the Air Force had a 50-
year problem of waste and drum accu-
mulation at Shemya Island—com-
plicated by the large quantity gener-
ator status at Shemya AFB. This sta-
tus required processing of accumulated
hazardous wastes from the island with-
in 90 days of generation. To meet the
90-day requirement, airlift had to be
used as the primary method of disposal
of the accumulated hazardous wastes.
Also, the airlift crews had to have spe-
cial qualifications to handle and proc-
ess hazardous wastes.

From 1989 through 1991, 13,781 gallons
of hazardous waste were shipped off
Shemya Island. Following the 1991 Gulf
War, airlift outside of the Middle East
was impossible to get.

Complicating matters, Elmendorf
AFB in Alaska could not handle the
amounts of hazardous waste being re-
turned from remote Alaskan defense
sites. Movement of hazardous waste
from remote sites came to a standstill
due to strained airlift requirements
and limited hazardous waste storage
and processing capabilities.

In January of 1993, the Air Force
started airlifting and removing 100
waste drums every week vice 100 per
month.

Two months later, in March, the EPA
gave the Air Force a 10-day notice of
inspection. During the inspection, the
Air Force had 660 barrels on the
Shemya airfield processed awaiting air
transportation.

During the out-briefing with senior
Air Force personnel, the inspectors
commented that the Air Force was
making good progress in reducing the
backlog of waste drums.

A long period of time ensued between
the inspection and the publicly an-
nounced result and proposed fine by
EPA.

EPA assessed the Air Force a fine of
$483,000—this was the largest environ-
mental noncompliance fine levied
against the Air Force at that point in
time.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, tonight,
Senator STEVENS offered an amend-
ment to the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2001 to
amend Section 342. The amendment re-
flects a compromise reached between
Senator STEVENS, BAUCUS, LAUTENBERG
and myself. I want to thank Senator
STEVENS for working with us to address
grave concerns we had with Section 342
of the bill.

Mr. President, I would like to make a
few comments about Section 342 and
discuss why I had such great concerns
over the impact it would have had on
environmental compliance. Section 342,
as it was passed out of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, would have weakened
a fundamental environmental principle
that protects the environment and pub-

lic health in communities across the
nation. It is the principle that national
environmental laws should apply to the
federal government in the same man-
ner as they apply to state and local
governments and to private facilities,
including companies, universities, hos-
pitals, and nonprofit entities.

Section 342 would have created a dou-
ble standard by subjecting corpora-
tions, state and local facilities to one
legal standard and Department of De-
fense facilities to a second, weaker
standard. More importantly, it had the
great potential to undermine compli-
ance with national environmental and
public health protections at military
facilities across the nation—putting
the environment and citizens at risk.

Specifically, the provision amended
existing law to require Congressional
authorization before the DOD pays en-
vironmental and public health pen-
alties assessed by state and federal au-
thorities in excess of $1.5 million or
based on ‘‘economic benefit’’ or ‘‘size-
of-business’’ criteria. As a result, it
provided DOD a congressional reprieve
not provided to any other entity.

It created a double standard. Under
current law, a DOD facility that vio-
lates the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act, the Safe Drinking Water
Act, Toxic Substances Control Act, or
the Clean Air Act is subject to the
same kind of penalties as a private fa-
cility. By waiving sovereign immu-
nity—and subjecting federal facilities
to fines—we create the financial ham-
mer that forces sometimes reluctant
government bureaucracies to comply.
And we apply the law equally to all.

Congress recognized this principle in
1992 with the enactment of the Federal
Facilities Compliance Act, which
waived sovereign immunity under the
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act. The bill was sponsored by Major-
ity Leader George Mitchell, who said in
floor debate that, ‘‘A waiver of sov-
ereign immunity moves us from the
disorder of Federal noncompliance to a
forum in which all entities are subject
to the same law and to full enforce-
ment action.’’ He added that: ‘‘The
principle [of waving sovereign immu-
nity] is important because, without it,
there is only voluntary compliance.
History demonstrates that voluntary
compliance does not work.’’

The Federal Facilities Compliance
Act had 33 cosponsors in the Senate—
myself included. It was a bipartisan ef-
fort that passed the Senate with a vote
of 94–3 and the House by a vote of 403–
3. It was signed into law by President
George Bush, who said that, ‘‘The ob-
jective of the bill is to bring all Fed-
eral facilities into compliance with ap-
plicable Federal and State hazardous
waste laws, to waive Federal Sovereign
immunity under those laws, and to
allow the imposition of fines and pen-
alties.’’ He added, ‘‘Four years ago I
promised the American people that I
would make the federal government
live up to the same environmental
standards that apply to private citi-

zens. By signing this bill, we take an-
other step toward fulfillment of that
promise.’’

It was an important step for the
states coping with federal agencies
that were immune to enforcement and
that refused to comply. The California
Secretary of Environmental Protec-
tion, James M. Strock, said that in
passing the Act, Congress took ‘‘an im-
portant step in restoring the link be-
tween environmental responsibility
and remediation of environmental
damage at federal facilities.’’ He con-
tinued, ‘‘The Act provides an essential
tool to states and localities which seek
compliance with hazardous waste
laws.’’

The National Association of Attor-
neys General applauded the passage of
the Act. Their statement read that,
‘‘The [legislation] has been among the
Association’s highest priorities on Cap-
itol Hill for the past five years. . . .
[The] Attorneys General have repeat-
edly called upon Congress to clarify the
waiver of federal sovereign immunity,
which has thus far prevented the states
from ensuring compliance at contami-
nated facilities through assessment of
fines and penalties.’’

I feel that Section 342 would have
rolled back the progress we’ve made
with the Federal Facilities Compliance
Act and other laws. It would have been
a mistake. We should allow our law en-
forcement agencies to do their job.
Section 342 of the DOD bill was opposed
by the National Governors’ Associa-
tion, the National Association of At-
torneys General, and the National Con-
ference of State Legislatures. In a joint
letter they write that, ‘‘States report
that the federal government is the na-
tion’s largest polluter and military in-
stallations are a major contributor to
that pollution. Section 342 is a step
backward from the progress we have
made in changing the attitude of mili-
tary installations toward compliance
with the nation’s environmental laws.
We urge you to support efforts to
strike the provisions.’’ This letter is
signed by Governor Kenny Guinn of Ne-
vada, Attorney General Christine
Gregoire of Washington, and Senator
Beverly Gard of Indiana.

Section 342 was also opposed by the
Environmental Council of the States.
It writes that, ‘‘The state environ-
mental commissioners, along with gov-
ernors, state legislators, attorneys gen-
eral and other officials of state govern-
ment have insisted that the federal
government live by exactly the same
standards and requirements that it im-
poses on all other parties, and we all
oppose this provision in S. 2549. Ex-
empting military installations from
one of the basic tools of environmental
enforcement is bad policy, and would
seriously erode our capacity to ensure
our citizens the protection of federal
and state laws.’’ The letter is signed by
R. Lewis Shaw, Deputy Commissioner,
South Carolina Department of Health
and Environmental Control and Presi-
dent of the Council.
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Mr. President, even Governor George

W. Bush of Texas recognizes the impor-
tant principle of treating federal facili-
ties as we treat state and local govern-
ments and private facilities. On Gov-
ernor Bush’s website—georgebush.com
—the Governor has posted his environ-
mental platform. The sixth plank in
that platform reads as follows: ‘‘Direct
active federal facilities to comply with
the environmental protection laws and
hold them accountable.’’ It continues,
‘‘Governor Bush will expect the federal
government to lead by example. He be-
lieves it is time to end the double
standard that has federal government
acting as enforcer of the nation’s envi-
ronmental laws, while at the same
time causing pollution that violates
those laws.’’

Mr. President, last year, a provision
similar to Section 342 was incorporated
into the FY 2000 DOD appropriations
bill. The Congressional Budget Office
evaluated that provision and concluded
that, ‘‘Based on information from DOD
and on conversations with representa-
tives of state governments, CBO be-
lieves that requiring DOD to seek spe-
cific authorization from the Congress
before paying each fine . . . will likely
delay the payment of some fines. To
the extent the Congress fails to author-
ize fines in the future, it is possible
that the section would make it more
difficult for states and local govern-
ments to negotiate for compliance with
environmental laws.’’ The letter is
signed by Dan. L. Crippen, Director of
the CBO.

Plain and simple, if we had passed
Section 342 we would have rolled back
environmental and public health pro-
tections for thousands of Americans
who live near DOD facilities and for
generations who will face the costs of
cleanup. Our state attorneys—the peo-
ple in the field enforcing our laws—our
governors and our state environmental
commissioners—and even the likely
Republican nominee for President are
telling us it is a mistake to do so.

Mr. President, the principle is not
just rhetoric—it is supported by the
record. In 1993, compliance by federal
facilities with the Resources Conserva-
tion and Restoration Act was 55.4 per-
cent. Almost half of all federal facili-
ties operated out of compliance. Why?
Because the law was unclear as to
whether or not environmental fines
could be assessed against federal facili-
ties. But with the passage of the Fed-
eral Facilities Compliance Act in 1992—
when DOD and other federal facilities
faced fines and penalties for the first
time—compliance started to climb. By
1998, compliance at federal facilities
had reached 88.2 percent. And the oppo-
site has also proven true. Federal com-
pliance under the Clean Water Act,
which does not have a clear waiver, has
dropped at federal facilities. In 1993,
more than 94 percent of federal facili-
ties were in compliance, and by 1998
that number had dropped to just 61.5
percent. According to enforcement offi-
cials at EPA and state government,

that decline coincided with court deci-
sions that interpreted the Clean Water
Act as having only a limited waiver of
sovereign immunity. To reverse that
trend, I understand that Senator
COVERDELL has introduced legislation
to waive sovereign immunity for fed-
eral facilities. That Republican-led ini-
tiative now has now been cosponsored
by Senators BREAUX, CHAFEE, DEWINE,
GRAMS, and VOINOVICH.

Some argued that last year’s provi-
sion wouldn’t impact enforcement be-
cause, like Section 342, Congress can
authorize the fine. But the numbers
don’t bear out that prediction. Why?
Because investigators and attorneys
knew full well that DOD was about to
get a ‘‘Get Out Of Jail Free Card’’ from
Congress. Even the best legal work can
be overturned if Congress simply de-
cides not to act on an authorization. As
a result, enforcement actions have
dropped off. As with any law, without
strong enforcement, compliance will
fall.

The principle is simple, Mr. Presi-
dent. If you want people, companies,
institutions, and the government to
comply with the law you must be
tough on crime—including environ-
mental crime. The way to ensure that
all facilities comply with the law is to
make sure that pollution does not pay.
If the threat of a large fine is on the
horizon—if the laws have teeth—every-
one will be far more inclined to com-
ply.

Mr. President, I want to focus some
on the issue of ‘‘economic benefit’’ and
‘‘size-of-business’’ criteria and what it
means to limit the federal and state
authority to impose a fine based on
those criteria. There seems to be some
confusion as to why a federal or state
authority would seek a penalty based
on economic benefits at a DOD facility.
The Report language accompanying
Section 342 notes that the DOD, in the
Committee’s view, has no economic
competitors in regard to the Clean Air
Act. Therefore, the principle of eco-
nomic benefit or size-of-business
should not apply. Mr. President, I be-
lieve that is an incorrect reading of the
Clean Air Act and other relevant stat-
utes.

Foremost, an economic benefit provi-
sion prevents a facility, whether it’s
private or federal, from benefitting fi-
nancially from noncompliance. Federal
and state authorities need the power to
make noncompliance economically
unviable. We cannot have a system
that rewards people for breaking the
law. The Report language accom-
panying Section 342 argues that eco-
nomic benefit is tied to ‘‘competition’’
among businesses and intended to pre-
vent economic advantage through non-
compliance. That is a narrow,
misreading of the Clean Air Act. For
example, all across the country, elec-
tric utilities—including municipal fa-
cilities—operate without ‘‘competi-
tors’’ as the report defines the term.
Utilities are guaranteed a market in
return for providing a set amount of

power. This is changing with competi-
tion, but many did and some still do
operate as sanctioned monopolies. But
they are not exempt from fines and
penalties in the Clean Air Act. Fur-
ther, EPA and the states assess ‘‘eco-
nomic benefit’’ fines against hospitals,
universities, and local and state gov-
ernments. For example, in a Clean
Water Act challenge, the United States
versus City of San Diego in 1991, a fed-
eral court found that the ‘‘plaintiffs’
analysis of economic benefit is valid as
to municipalities. While it is difficult
to quantify precisely the savings real-
ized by the City as a result of its in-
transigence, plaintiffs have dem-
onstrated by a preponderance of the
evidence that the city has saved in ex-
cess of $300 million over approximately
the last thirty years by failing to in-
vest in capital improvements.’’ The
case shows that economic benefits
apply to nonbusiness entities—the City
of San Diego and that economic benefit
is based on ‘‘savings’’ from noncompli-
ance.

Mr. President, ‘‘economic benefit’’
and ‘‘size-of-business’’ criteria are as
applicable to DOD as they are to pri-
vate companies, non-profits, states,
and other federal agencies. We should
not rollback protections and create a
situation in which a manager within
the DOD could rationalize noncompli-
ance because it saves money—we must
demand compliance from federal facili-
ties.

Further, Mr. President, the use of
these criteria to enforce the law has
been endorsed by the states. The Attor-
neys Generals, the Governors and the
Conference of Legislatures specifically
addressed this issue in their letter op-
posing Section 342. They write that,
‘‘The economic benefit analysis, in par-
ticular, is important to states because
it prevents DOD from considering a
fine merely as a cost of doing business
. . .’’ The Environmental Council of
the States, which represents our state
environmental commissioners, writes,
‘‘Section 342 would have severely re-
stricted the ability of states to ensure
that facilities do not realize financial
gain through noncompliance. Typi-
cally, states include in their penalties
an amount that offsets these financial
benefits. In this way, they significantly
reduce economic incentives to avoid
environmental and public health re-
quirements.’’ A cursory review of state
policy conducted by the Governors, At-
torneys General and the State Commis-
sioners at my request, found that most
states use economic benefits, including
Texas, Montana, South Carolina, Min-
nesota, Colorado, Indiana, Pennsyl-
vania, North Carolina, Alaska, Con-
necticut, and California.

The Armed Services Committee Re-
port with S. 2549 states that ‘‘[i]t is the
committee’s view that the application
of the economic benefit or size of busi-
ness penalty assessment criteria to the
DOD is inconsistent with the statutory
language and the legislative history
under the [Clean Air Act.]’’ Again, I
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disagree and suggest that is narrow and
incorrect reading of the Act. I believe a
plain reading of the Clean Air Act
makes it clear that all fines and sanc-
tions apply to DOD. Section 118(a) of
the Act reads as follows: ‘‘Each depart-
ment, agency, and instrumentality of
executive, legislative, and judicial
branches of the Federal Government
. . . shall be subject to, and comply
with, all Federal, State, interstate, and
local requirements, administrative au-
thority, and process and sanctions re-
specting the control and abatement of
air pollution in the same manner, and
to the same extent as any nongovern-
mental entity. The preceding sentence
shall apply (A) to any requirement
whether substantive or procedural (in-
cluding any record keeping or report-
ing requirement, any requirement re-
specting permits and any other re-
quirement whatsoever), (B) to any re-
quirement to pay a fee or charge im-
posed by any State or local agency to
defray the costs of its air pollution reg-
ulatory program, (C) to the exercise of
any Federal, State, or local adminis-
trative authority, and (D) to any proc-
ess and sanction, whether enforced in
Federal, State, or local courts, or in
any other manner.’’ In addition, the
managers report for the 1990 amend-
ments regarding Section 118(a) reads
that, ‘‘the new language is intended to
refute the argument [DOD is not sub-
ject to fee requirements] and to affirm
the obligation of federal agencies to
comply with all requirements, includ-
ing such fees or charges.’’ I add that
Section 118(b) of the Clean Air Act is
titled ‘‘Exemptions’’ and it specifically
delineates under what circumstances
the DOD can be exempted from enforce-
ment action—and it makes no ref-
erence to the size of a fine or the cri-
teria set forth in the penalty section.
The Clean Air Act is very clear on this
point.

Mr. President, Section 342 reached
beyond the Clean Air Act. It also ap-
plies to the Resources Conservation
and Restoration Act, Toxic Substances
Control Act and the Safe Drinking
Water Act. I believe that a plain read-
ing of RCRA and the Federal Facilities
Compliance Act makes clear that DOD
should be treated the same as private
facilities. There is no ambiguity in the
law or the legislative history. In the
floor debate Senator Mitchell said, ‘‘A
waiver of sovereign immunity moves us
from the disorder of Federal non-
compliance to a forum in which all en-
tities are subject to the same law and
to full enforcement action.’’ At the bill
signing Bush said, ‘‘The objective of
the bill is to bring all Federal facilities
into compliance with applicable Fed-
eral and State hazardous waste laws, to
waive Federal Sovereign immunity
under those laws, and to allow the im-
position of fines and penalties.’’ Sec-
tion 102 of RCRA reads, ‘‘The Federal,
State, interstate, and local substantive
and procedural requirements referred
to in this subsection include, but are
not limited to, all administrative or-

ders and all civil and administrative
penalties and fines, regardless of
whether such penalties or fines are pu-
nitive or coercive in nature or are im-
posed for isolated, intermittent, or
continuing violations.’’ In regard to
EPA actions against DOD, the Act
reads that, ‘‘The Administrator may
commence an administrative enforce-
ment action against any department,
agency, or instrumentality of the exec-
utive, legislative, or judicial branch of
the Federal Government pursuant to
the enforcement authorities contained
in this Act. The Administrator shall
initiate an administrative enforcement
action against such a department,
agency, or instrumentality in the same
manner and under the same cir-
cumstances as an action would be initi-
ated against another person.’’ Mr.
President, I believe the law is clear.
The Report language with S. 2549 offers
us an inaccurate reading of the Clean
Air Act and fails to address other envi-
ronmental law statutes it impacts.

Some have suggested that Section 342
would have almost no impact on en-
forcement because few cases exceed $1.5
million. As a result, we will rarely—if
ever—need a congressional authoriza-
tion to impose a fine. That’s simply
wrong. Section 342 reads that congres-
sional authorization is needed if the
fine exceeds $1.5 million or if it is based
on ‘‘economic benefit’’ or ‘‘size of busi-
ness’’ criteria. In theory, Mr. Presi-
dent, all fines originating with the En-
vironmental Protection Agency would
have been caught by Section 342, re-
gardless of their size. It is EPA’s policy
and that of many states that all fines
should incorporate the economic ben-
efit gained from noncompliance. It is
difficult to know how many fines will
need to pass through the new process
created by Section 342 and how many
will not be authorized or authorized at
a lower amount. But, we do know that
it could be a fine of any size, no matter
how small.

Moreover, the threat of a large fine
will be gone if Section 342 passed. This
alone will deter compliance. The Con-
gressional Budget Office specifically
noted in its letter from last year that,
‘‘the States, local governments, and
federal agencies often use the threat of
theses fines as part of the negotiation
with facilities to achieve compliance
with environmental laws.’’ The Attor-
neys General—the people in the field
doing the work—write of Section 342
that, ‘‘The threat of a significant fine
or penalty is one of the more effective
ways state officials have for encour-
aging violators, including military in-
stallations, to take responsibility for
the environmental consequences of
their operations.’’ Any prosecutor,
whether they are involved in a crimi-
nal action, or civil environmental com-
pliance, will tell you that the threat of
long jail term or a large fine is critical
to enforcing the law. Finally and most
importantly, Mr. President, by giving
the largest violators, those fined over
$1.5 million, a chance for congressional

reprieve, Section 342 created a perverse
system where only the most egregious
violators get a special legal loophole
unavailable to less egregious violators.
It is a bad precedent.

Mr. President, the compromise we
have reached does not resolve all of my
concerns, but it addresses many of
them. Under the agreement reached to-
night, offered by Senator STEVENS and
passed, all fines of $1.5 million or more,
assessed against DOD by a federal
agency for environmental noncompli-
ance, over the next three years, must
be approved by Congress. State en-
forcement actions are not impacted by
this agreement and our state Attor-
neys General can continue to enforce
the law as they now do. The concepts
of economic benefits and size of busi-
ness remain in place in our environ-
mental enforcement at the state and
federal level. Only fines equal to or in
excess of $1.5 million will require a
congressional authorization and that
result in only a small percentage of
fines needing authorization. And it ex-
pires in three years. I do have some
concerns with the agreement. By re-
quiring a congressional authorization
on fines of $1.5 million or more, we pro-
vide the most egregious violators a
congressional reprieve and, therefore,
it will limit our ability to deter non-
compliance because the threat of a
large fine will be reduced. However, I
want to note and recognize the con-
cerns Senator STEVENS has raised. En-
forcement power, whether it sits with
the EPA or the states, can be abused.
The agreement expires in three years.
In that time, Congress will have a close
look at EPA’s actions in assessing
large fines.

Again, I want to thank Senators STE-
VENS, BAUCUS and LAUTENBERG.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise in strong support of Senator
KERRY’s effort to make sure the Fed-
eral government plays by the same en-
vironmental rules that the private sec-
tor lives by. The Defense Department,
in carrying out its military mission op-
erates a vast, sprawling industrial
complex with a potentially huge im-
pact on the environment.

I think I’m only stating the obvious
when I say it’s absolutely crucial to
make sure that the Defense Depart-
ment and all federal agencies are held
to the same environmental standards
that apply to the private sector.

Under most current environmental
laws, that’s already the case. Federal
facilities, including military installa-
tions, are subject to civil penalties for
violating the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act, certain provisions of
the Toxic Substances Control Act, the
Safe Drinking Water Act, and the
Clean Air Act. Congress specifically
recognized the importance of these
penalties when it passed the Federal
Facility Compliance Act of 1992.

During the past several months I’ve
received letters on this issue from envi-
ronmental and state organizations, as
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well as the Statement of the Adminis-
tration’s strong opposition to this pro-
vision. I ask unanimous consent that
copies of these letters be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

June 6, 2000.
DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of millions of our

members nationwide, we urge you to support
the Kerry amendment to strip an extremely
damaging legislative provision included in
the National Defense Authorization bill for
fiscal year 2001 (sec. 342 of S. 2549). This pro-
vision would make a permanent change in
the law that could delay and even block DOD
from having to pay civil penalties for envi-
ronmental violations occurring at DOD fa-
cilities. We strongly urge you to support this
effort to remove it from the authorization
bill this year.

Section 342 of the authorization bill would
require specific congressional authorization
for the payment of environmental fines and
penalties that exceed $1.5 million, or those
that are based on the application of eco-
nomic benefit or size-of-business criteria.
This provision also would block the use of
funds to implement supplemental environ-
mental projects that may be required as part
of, or in lieu of, a proposed civil penalty.
Section 342 would negate the current law
that requires that the DOD pay fines and
penalties assessed by state and federal regu-
latory agencies for violations of environ-
mental laws just like every other federal
agency or private party that violates the
law. This provision has far-reaching rami-
fications and yet has not had the benefit of
any public hearings to allow the Congress to
examine the full impacts of the action.

This provision was added specifically in re-
sponse to a large environmental fine pro-
posed by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency at Fort Wainwright, Alaska. At Fort
Wainwright, the Army operates the largest
coal burning power plant owned by the U.S.
military. According to EPA documents, vio-
lations at this facility appear to be more ex-
tensive than any found to date in private
coal-fired power plants. The Fort Wain-
wright facility clearly should pay state and
federal penalties for at least 11 years of con-
tinual and serious violations of clean air
standards (which may have even given rise
to at least one criminal investigation by the
Army). The Kerry amendment would also re-
quire a General Accounting Office report to
Congress on the circumstances surrounding
the Fort Wainwright facility.

Section 342 would undermine years of
progress at federal, state and local levels to-
wards improved environmental compliance
by federal agencies. Congress has repeatedly
declared that both state and federal environ-
mental regulators should have the clear au-
thority to enforce most environmental laws
at federal facilities, including Defense De-
partment installations. For example, in 1992
Congress enacted the Federal Facilities
Compliance Act, clarifying regulatory agen-
cies’ authority to enforce laws governing the
treatment, storage, disposal, and cleanup of
hazardous wastes. In signing that law, Presi-
dent Bush noted that it represented a step
towards fulfilling his promise to the Amer-
ican people that ‘‘the Federal Government
live up to the same environmental standards
that apply to private citizens.’’ Implementa-
tion of Section 342 could severely undermine
this trend towards better compliance and
likely will result in increased violations.

This provision could create a perverse in-
centive for the military to incur large fines
so that it can seek respite from Congress.

Additionally, without the threat of economic
benefit fines, DOD would have less incentive
to comply with state and federal environ-
mental laws and be more likely to divert re-
sources that should be spent on environ-
mental compliance to other military
projects. Military facilities will be above the
law—eroding public confidence in govern-
ment. Dan L. Crippen, the Director of the
Congressional Budget Office (CBO), found
that since 1994 the DOD has paid over $14
million in fines—most of which have been
paid to state and local governments. The
CBO also found that this program ‘‘will like-
ly delay payment of some fines’’ and could
‘‘make it more difficult for state and local
governments to negotiate for compliance
with environmental laws.’’

This provisions impairs a valuable tool
that states have used to improve environ-
mental protection and derails the current
trend toward federal facility accountability.
Creating a special exemption for DOD from
penalties for environmental violations sends
the message that this federal agency can ig-
nore and discount the laws by which every-
one else must abide. Because of the serious
ramifications for federal accountability and
protection of the environment and public
health, we strongly urge you to oppose Sec-
tion 342 of the FY 2001 National Defense Au-
thorization bill and support the Kerry
amendment to strike it.

Sincerely,
Robert Dewey, Vice President of Govern-

ment Relations and External Affairs,
Defenders of Wildlife; Courtney Cuff,
Legislative Director, Friends of the
Earth; Faith Weiss, Legislative Coun-
sel, Natural Resources Defense Council;
James K. Wyerman, Executive Direc-
tor, 20/20 Vision; Aimee R. Houghton,
Associate Director, Center for Public
Environmental Oversight; Joan
Mulhern, Legislative Counsel,
Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund;
Betsy Loyless, Political Director,
League of Conservation Voters; Anna
Aurilio, Staff Scientist, U.S. Public In-
terest Research Group; Cindy Shogan,
Alaskan Wilderness League; Dan L.
Astott, President, AMAC: The AuSable
Manistee Action Council; Craig Wil-
liams, Director, Chemical Weapons
Working Group, Berea, KY; Peter Hille,
Chairman, Kentucky Environmental
Foundation, Berea, KY; Theresa Free-
man, Executive Director, Military
Toxics Project; Elizabeth Crowe, Direc-
tor, Non-Stockpile Chemical Weapons,
Citizens Coalition, Berea, KY; Carol
Jahnkow, Executive Director, Peace
Resource Center of San Diego; Marylia
Kelly, Executive Director, Tri-Valley
CAREs (Communities Against a Radio-
active Environment), Livermore, CA;
Naomi Shultz, Steering Committee,
Common Ground, Berea, KY; DelMar
Callaway, Community Co-Chair,
McClellan AFB RAB; Walter R.
Stochel, Jr., Edison, NJ; Richard
Hugus, Otis Conversion Project, Fal-
mouth, MA; Peter Strauss, President,
PM Strauss & Associates, San Fran-
cisco, CA.

NATIONAL GOVERNORS’ ASSOCIATION

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ATTORNEYS
GENERAL

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE
LEGISLATURES

May 18, 2000.
Hon. TED STEVENS,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
Hon. ROBERT C. BYRD,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN AND SENATOR BYRD:
We, the undersigned, are writing in opposi-

tion to a proposal we understand might be
offered for inclusion in the FY 2001 Defense
Appropriations bill and which would require
Congressional approval for payment of large
environmental penalties issued against the
Department of Defense. This proposal would
be similar to the language in the FY 2001 de-
fense authorization bill. Section 342 of Sub-
title E. This provision would, if enacted,
limit the waiver of sovereign immunity en-
acted by Congress in the 1992 Federal Facili-
ties Compliance Act and the 1996 Safe Drink-
ing Water Act Amendments, among other
laws and continues an unfortunate policy
created in last year’s Appropriations law.

The language proposed would prohibit pay-
ment of large fines or penalties for viola-
tions of environmental laws at military in-
stallations from funds appropriated in the
bill unless authorized by Congress. Such a
proposal has the unfortunate effect of inter-
jecting the legislature into what should be
an independent system of law enforcement
operated by the states and other environ-
mental regulators. This approach to environ-
mental regulation undermines the ability of
states to use the threat of penalties as a
means of forcing federal facilities to take re-
sponsibility for the environmental con-
sequences of their operations.

The fact that this language applies only to
large penalties is of little comfort. The fed-
eral government is the nation’s largest pol-
luter and military installations are a major
contributor to that pollution. The threat of
significant penalties can only be an effective
deterrent to environmental violations where
the penalty may be potentially proportional
to the cost of compliance. A requirement for
Congressional approval of penalties of a cer-
tain size unduly limits the ability of states
to use this threat to effectively regulate the
Department of Defense.

Congress recognized the importance of pen-
alties in 1992 when it enacted the Federal Fa-
cilities Compliance Act clarifying the waiver
of sovereign immunity in the Resource Con-
servation and Recovery Act. With the aid of
the Federal Facilities Compliance Act and
vigilance by states and other environmental
regulators, we are finally making progress
toward changing the attitude toward envi-
ronmental compliance at federal facilities.
We urge you to oppose any proposal that
weakens the ability of states to continue to
assess fines and penalties in whatever levels
are determined by the states as necessary to
ensure compliance.

Sincerely,
CHRISTINE GREGORIE,

Attorney General of
Washington, Presi-
dent, NAAG.

KEN SALAZAR,
Attorney General of

Colorado, Co-Chair,
NAAG Environ-
mental Committee.

GOVERNOR KENNY C. GUINN,
State of Nevada, NGA

Chair, Committee on
Natural Resources.

SENATOR BEVERLY GARD,
Indiana State Senate,

Chair, NCSL Envi-
ronment Committee.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET,

Washington, DC, June 6, 2000.
STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY

S. 2549—NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001

The Administration supports prompt con-
gressional action on the national defense au-
thorization bill for FY 2001 and appreciates
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the Armed Services Committee’s support for
many of the President’s national defense pri-
orities. S. 2549, however, raises serious budg-
et, policy, and constitutional concerns as
outlined below in the SAP and in the attach-
ment.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROVISIONS

The Administration strongly opposes sec-
tion 342, which would require DOD to obtain
specific authorization to comply with envi-
ronmental fines and penalties assessed
against the Department. The Administration
is opposed to any limitation on the ability of
DOD to pay fines or penalties it is liable for
under law. This provision could erode public
confidence in the commitment of DOD to
comply with environmental laws. The Ad-
ministration also believes that all Federal
agencies should be held fully accountable for
environmental violations and should be held
to the same standards as the private sector.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
these letters are opposed to authoriza-
tion or appropriation language that
limits the importance of penalties in
deterring environmental violations.

In fact, the letter signed by twenty-
one environmental groups states ‘‘Cre-
ating a special exemption for DoD from
penalties for environmental violations
sends the message that this federal
agency can ignore and discount the
laws by which everyone else must
abide.’’

My final point is that every time the
Senate Environmental and Public
Works Committee has raised this topic
in hearings, the Committee has leaned
toward expanding the role of fines and
penalties in enforcing environmental
laws at federal facilities. They did that
so federal, state, and local govern-
ments would have all the tools they
need to make sure all federal facilities
comply with health and environmental
laws.

Finally, as the Administration point-
ed out, ‘‘all federal agencies should be
held fully accountable for environ-
mental violations and should be held to
the same standards as the private sec-
tor.’’

That is precisely what the Kerry
amendment would do and I urge my
colleagues to support it.

Mr. STEVENS. I urge the adoption of
the amendment.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 3815) was agreed
to.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. KERRY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
West Virginia is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 3794

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the China
trade measure which passed the House
eliminates the annual congressional re-
newal of most-favored-nation treat-
ment of China, and gives China perma-
nent normal trade relations with the
United States. This legislation has not

yet been scheduled for action on the
Senate floor, yet there is already a
concerted effort to defeat any amend-
ments by Senators which might devi-
ate from the provisions of the bill as
passed by the House. The fear is that a
different Senate version would require
a conference committee, and another
House vote, both of which may make it
more uncertain that the legislation
will be enacted this session.

Given this situation, which is an ob-
vious egregious deviation from the tra-
ditional role of the Senate in foreign
affairs, those of us who believe that the
House bill can be improved must find a
way to pass separate legislation which
still addresses matters of importance
in the burgeoning U.S.-Chinese trade
relationship. There is one particular
area, in which I believe the House bill
and the amendments passed to it, are
silent, and cry out for some adequate
treatment, and that is in the area of
national security. The administration
argued in getting enough votes for its
China trade bill in the House, that it is
in the national security interest of the
United States to pass the bill. I do not
believe that for one moment. That is
quite an assertion given the brutal
Communist dictatorship in China,
which systematically violates the
agreements it has signed with us, and
which routinely pressures U.S. firms to
hand over key technologies as the price
for doing business in China. This is the
same Chinese dictatorship which talks
about financial war with the United
States, and which periodically intimi-
dates Taiwan with threats of invasion.
This is the same Chinese dictatorship
which hunts down dissenters, hunts
down free expression, and religious or-
ganizations with a club.

Despite this assertion, there is no
mechanism to thoroughly and regu-
larly assess the national security im-
pacts on, and implications of, the de-
veloping trading relationship with
China. The huge trade and dollar sur-
pluses that are amassed by the Chinese
Government and the tensions between
the United States and China on trade
and national security issues, as well as
on human and labor rights, need in-
formed and periodic review. There are
those who argue that our annual de-
bate over renewal of most-favored-na-
tion treatment of China did not
amount to much because we never
failed to renew MFN. However, annual
MFN review was of great importance to
the Chinese Government, since it cer-
tainly provided a regular open window
to expose questionable Chinese trading,
human rights, military, and other poli-
cies to a wide audience.

Such monitoring and regular report-
ing to Congress from a reliable source
is particularly important in an era
where massive and unbalanced trade
flows are certain to continue, and
where, because of China’s membership
in the WTO, U.S. bilateral leverage and
congressional authority under the com-
merce clause have been severely re-
duced. I would contend that the U.S.-

Chinese relationship is likely to be of
enduring concern to this body. Surely,
the national security implications of
that relationship, the impacts of mas-
sive trade deficits which now approach
some $70 billion a year, the voracious
appetite of the Chinese Government for
military technologies, and the pres-
sures it brings on our Asian allies are
important to us. The implications of
systematic unfair trade practices by
the Chinese Government, of dumping
into our markets, of not enforcing and
not complying with agreements they
have signed with us, and of pressuring
Western companies to hand over impor-
tant technologies as a price for doing
business in China and as a quid pro quo
for being able to relocate and invest in
China, should be of concern to the
elected representatives of the Amer-
ican people.

The chief Chinese imports from the
United States are primarily sophisti-
cated manufactured products, like air-
craft, telecommunications equipment,
and semiconductors. Many of these
technologies have multiple uses, both
civilian and military. China’s develop-
ment effort is heavily dependent on
Western companies as sources of cap-
ital and technology. There are some
who contend that the large surpluses,
as well as the capital, and many tech-
nologies are being funneled to a con-
certed effort to fuel a military buildup
which the Chinese could not otherwise
muster. There are those who contend
that we are unwittingly giving the Chi-
nese the tools to intimidate Taiwan,
our democratic friend, and our other
Asian allies, such as Thailand, South
Korea, Japan, and the Philippines.

Chinese military officers have re-
cently written about the need to prac-
tice financial war, cyber war, and other
economic and technologically sophisti-
cated means of affecting the security
relationship with the United States.
Given the technological prowess of the
United States in prosecuting the Gulf
War and the Kosovo conflict, the Chi-
nese have been reportedly alarmed re-
garding the obsolescence of their mili-
tary machine and their military prac-
tices. The standing armies, upon which
they have traditionally relied, cannot
perform effectively against the new
weaponry demonstrated by the United
States in those conflicts. There are
those in China who believe that their
long-term interests lie in competition
and possibly confrontation with the
United States, and thus in order to
compete they must rapidly acquire a
range of technologies and expertise
that is only available from Western
firms. Are we unwittingly supplying
those factions in China with the means
to confront us? Certainly our own self-
interest would dictate that we need to
monitor these trends systematically
and periodically and that is the pur-
pose of the Byrd-Warner amendment.

I think that it is only prudent that
we provide for an annual systematic re-
view and a report to the Congress on
the full range of national security im-
plications engendered by the increased
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trade and investment relationship with
China. The House has a commission in
its China trade bill, an executive-legis-
lative commission to monitor a stag-
gering range of human rights and de-
mocracy-building reforms in China. It
has a full plate of responsibilities.
While this sort of monitoring is cer-
tainly important, no less important
should be the existence of a congres-
sional commission to focus on the na-
tional security relationship between
our two nations. The President has ar-
gued that it is in our national security
interest to further open and widen our
trading relations with China. That
proposition should be regularly tested
by an independent commission, which
has the narrow mandate of monitoring
our growing bilateral relationship with
an eye toward United States security
concerns.

The Congress last year created a 12-
person commission, equally divided be-
tween Republicans and Democrats, to
examine our growing negative trade
balance. The Trade Deficit Review
Commission will likely finish its work
in a few months, with a report to the
Congress and the President, on the im-
plications of our global deficits, recom-
mending new practices, institutions
and policies. It has already conducted
hearings and studies on the Chinese re-
lationship. Mr. WARNER and I suggest
that this same commission is an appro-
priate tool, extended and refocused, to
conduct an annual Chinese assessment
and review. Such a refocused commis-
sion would serve as a good companion
to the one proposed by the House bill
on human rights and democratic re-
forms in China. Its existence and as-
sessments would certainly help to re-
pair the dangerous erosion of congres-
sional involvement in, and leverage
over, foreign commerce envisioned as
essential to our national well being by
the framers. It would help to replace
congressional monitoring of China re-
sulting from her accession to the World
Trade Organization, in an area critical
to the deeply rooted constitutional re-
sponsibilities of this body.

That is the purpose of the amend-
ment which Senator WARNER and I and
other Senators have offered. In sum-
mary, the commission would review
the national security implications of
our trade and investment relations
with China, including the following
elements:

One, the portion of trade in goods
and services dedicated by the Chinese
Government to military systems;

Two, an analysis of the statements
and writings of Chinese officials bear-
ing on the intentions of the Chinese
Government regarding military com-
petition with and leverage over the
United States and its Asian allies;

Three, the military actions taken by
the Chinese Government over the pre-
ceding years bearing on the national
security of the United States and its
Asian allies;

Four, the acquisition by the Chinese
Government of advanced military tech-

nologies and systems through U.S.
trade and Chinese procurement poli-
cies;

Five, the use of financial trans-
actions, capital flows, and currency
manipulations to affect the national
security of the United States;

Six, actions taken by the Chinese
Government in the context of the WTO
which are adverse to U.S. national se-
curity interests;

Seven, an overall assessment of the
state of any security challenges to the
U.S. by the Chinese Government and
whether the trend from previous years
is increasing or declining; and finally,
the commission would also provide rec-
ommendations for action, including
any use of the national defense waiver
provision that already exists in the
GATT Treaty, and applies to the WTO.
This article, article 21 of the GATT,
has never been used by any nation
state, but remains available to be trig-
gered if the Congress finds some aspect
of our growing relationship with China
on the trade account which adversely
affects our national security and needs
to be stopped or somehow moderated.

In addition to these matters, there is
also growing concern over the activi-
ties of China in transferring missile
technologies to other nations, affecting
the security of the United States and,
also, our Asian allies. The proliferation
of such technologies to Pakistan is the
subject of ongoing discussions between
the United States and the Government
of China. Unfortunately, the Chinese
have given no sign that they intend to
halt their highly dangerous trade in
missile technologies and components.

Many Senators have expressed their
concern over this practice, including
the distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee, Mr. THOMPSON, and the distin-
guished Senator from New Jersey, Mr.
TORRICELLI. It is my intention, and my
expectation, and it is the intention of
my very close and dear colleague, Sen-
ator WARNER—it is our intention and
expectation that the U.S.-China Secu-
rity Review Commission will inves-
tigate, report and make recommenda-
tions on Chinese trade in missile com-
ponents, which affects our long-term
security and that of our Asian allies. In
this amendment by Mr. WARNER and
myself, both paragraphs (E), dealing
with military actions taken by the Chi-
nese Government, and (J), requiring an
overall assessment of the state of the
security challenges presented by China
to the United States provide ample
mandate to the commission to conduct
such investigations on a regular basis.

I will be happy to yield the floor to
my colleague, Mr. WARNER.

I cannot yield the floor to another
Senator. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am,
indeed, very honored to be a principal
cosponsor with my friend and fellow
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee on this piece of legislation. This
is a very important step. China should

not perceive this as a threat. China
should not perceive this in any other
way than a positive step by the Con-
gress to establish or keep in place this
ongoing commission for the purpose of
advising the Congress from time to
time.

We do not have as individual Mem-
bers—of course, our committees per-
form oversight, but we do not have an
opportunity, on a daily or weekly
basis, to monitor the various criteria
as set forth in the Byrd-Warner legisla-
tion. This commission will, again, be
established by the Congress with six
Members appointed by the Senate and
six Members appointed by the House in
a bipartisan manner, and it will be the
watchdog to inform us from time to
time.

China in this millennium will com-
pete with the United States, the
world’s only superpower, on a broad
range of fronts—not just foreign af-
fairs, not just national security, not
just trade and economics, but in areas
which we cannot even envision tonight,
as this new millennium unfolds and
this cyberspace in which we are all in-
volved engulfs us day after day. The
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia pointed out some representations
by certain individuals in China about
their desire to get more involved in
cyberspace for national security rea-
sons. That is one of the important
functions of this commission.

I am very pleased to join with him
because China will be the competitor.
The Senate and the House—the Con-
gress collectively—needs its own re-
source, and I underline that. I com-
mend my distinguished colleague and
friend from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WARNER. Yes.
Mr. BYRD. Otherwise, the Congress

is at the mercy of an administration—
the administration—for information.

Mr. WARNER. That is correct.
Mr. BYRD. In this case, this commis-

sion will report to the Congress, so we
do not have to depend upon informa-
tion from the Executive; we have our
own.

Mr. WARNER. Of course, Mr. Presi-
dent, from time to time, committees of
this body—indeed, the Committee on
Foreign Relations, the Committee on
Armed Services, the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee—take active roles, but
they do not do it every single day as
this commission will monitor, together
with the chairman and members and
the staff.

Mr. BYRD. Yes.
Mr. WARNER. I yield the floor.
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise

today in opposition to the amendment
offered by my distinguished colleague
from West Virginia, Mr. BYRD. I do so
because the commission created by this
legislation is, in my view, flawed. That
is why I tried to work with my good
friend from West Virginia to address
the concerns that I am raising. Unfor-
tunately, we were unable to come to an
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agreement. For the following reasons, I
must oppose this amendment and I
urge my colleagues to do the same.

First, let me say that if my col-
league’s intent is to establish a com-
mission to provide sound advice to
Congress regarding our broader rela-
tionship with China and its effect on
our national security, then there are
ways to create a meaningful mecha-
nism for doing just that. One, for ex-
ample, would have been to build the
Senator’s concerns into the quadren-
nial defense review required under pre-
vious versions of the National Defense
Authorization Act. By giving the re-
sponsibility to a standing body like the
National Defense Panel that already
conducts the quadrennial defense re-
view, we would have saved the tax-
payers’ money, while getting the ben-
efit of the unchallenged expertise of
many of the foremost authorities on
our national security and on military
matters. And, we would have put the
report in Congress’ hands by next
spring.

Instead, my colleague has adopted an
approach I have not seen in my years
in the Senate. He wants to take the
commissioners, staff and clerical per-
sonnel of a commission constructed for
very different purposes and employ it
to look at our security relationship
with China. That commission—the
Trade Deficit Review Commission—is
staffed with commissioners and staff
appointed due to their expertise in eco-
nomic policy. Frankly, this is simply
the wrong group to undertake a serious
review of the impact on our national
security of our relationship with
China. And, there is absolutely no ben-
efit in terms of accelerating the
progress toward a final report when
compared to giving the responsibility
to the National Defense Panel.

I must say that I do not understand
my friend’s interest in perpetuating
the life of the Trade Deficit Review
Commission for this task. The Trade
Deficit Review Commission is already
overdue in providing us its report on
the trade deficit. My expectation when
we created that commission was that
we would have had its work product by
now. Instead, my colleague recently
supported a three-month extension so
the Trade Deficit Review Commission
could complete its now amply-delayed
report. In my view, we should let the
Trade Deficit Commission complete its
existing work, rather than burdening it
with new responsibilities, even if only
administrative in nature, before it has
completed its primary task.

Second, I am concerned that the way
the issues as stated in my friend’s bill
could be read to imply that the United
States already considers China an
enemy and a threat to our national se-
curity. China clearly is an emerging
force in the international arena. In
many ways, China’s emergence could
be beneficial to the United States.
There are, nonetheless, concerns,
which I share, regarding the PRC’s be-
havior on security-related matters.
Those issues bear careful scrutiny.

Having said that, it should also be
clear that the shape and direction of
the relationship between our countries
is evolving and remains to be shaped.
What that suggests is the need for a
thoughtful, comprehensive and, most
importantly, balanced review of the se-
curity implications of our bilateral re-
lationship with China. That is, in fact,
what I suggested to my colleague we
should do.

Third, I offered my friend my
thoughts on the technical changes
needed to make the commission’s job
clear. I worry, however, that, as it
stands now, the commission’s duties
will be extremely difficult for any com-
missioner to decipher. For example,
the proposed commission is supposed to
examine the ‘‘portion of trade in goods
and services that the People’s Republic
of China dedicates to military systems
or systems of a dual nature that could
be used for military purposes.’’ The
problem is no country dedicates its
trade to military systems. That is sim-
ply not a meaningful concept. I am not
even sure what a ‘‘system of a dual na-
ture’’ is? It is, furthermore, literally
impossible for a country to dedicate a
portion of a trade surplus to its mili-
tary budget because a trade surplus is
not cash in hand, as the proposal im-
plies.

Similarly, the proposal simply mis-
understands the nature of the World
Trade Organization and particularly
Article XXI if it asks for recommenda-
tions as to how China’s participation
there would harm us or whether Arti-
cle XXI should be more frequently in-
voked. What the WTO provides is a
forum in which to negotiate the reduc-
tion of tariffs and other trade barriers.
What do we have to fear from China
lowering its trade barriers in national
security terms? As to Article XXI, that
provision is invoked when we do some-
thing to China in trade terms, not
when China does something to us.

That leads me to my final point.
What the statement of the proposed
commission’s duties makes clear, and
what I object to most strongly to, is its
premise. There are many issues that I
could conceive of addressing in a seri-
ous, comprehensive and balanced re-
view of our security relationship with
China. Issues related to regional sta-
bility and weapons proliferation to
name just two. But, what this amend-
ment suggests is that our commercial
engagement with China somehow
threatens our national security inter-
ests—that in some way, the fact that
we buy toys and appliances from the
Chinese, and the fact that they buy ag-
ricultural products and heavy equip-
ment from us endangers the American
people. That is simply not the case.

Nor is there anything about China’s
upcoming accession to the World Trade
Organization that makes such a review
any more relevant. After all, China has
committed to open its market to our
goods and services to gain entry to the
WTO. China’s accession to the WTO
does nothing to reduce our security. If

anything, it reduces a point of friction
in our relationship with China in a way
that is only positive.

Under the circumstances, I cannot
support the creation of a permanent
commission with an uncertain mission
that would not reach many of the fun-
damental issues that should be ad-
dressed in our relationship with China.
I urge my colleagues to oppose the
amendment as well.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the
clerk read the other cosponsors of the
amendment, in addition to Mr. WARNER
and myself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read the names.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Mr. BYRD, for himself, Mr. WARNER, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. HELMS, Mr.
BREAUX, Mr. HATCH, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mrs. LIN-
COLN, and Mr. WELLSTONE.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair, and I
thank the clerk.

Mr. President, I ask for a vote on the
amendment.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, with
the concurrence of my distinguished
senior colleagues, I urge adoption of
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3794.

The amendment (No. 3794) was agreed
to.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3767, as amended.

The amendment (No. 3767), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Chair.
Mr. BYRD. Do we not wish to proceed

on the vote on the amendment in the
first degree, as amended?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We have
agreed to the first and the second-de-
gree amendments.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. I thank
all Senators. And I thank my col-
league, Mr. WARNER.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague,
the senior Senator from West Virginia.

Now, from the unanimous consent
agreement, the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin is to be recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 3759

(Purpose: To terminate production under the
D5 submarine-launched ballistic missile
program)
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the Senator from
Wisconsin is recognized.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 3759 and ask for its
immediate consideration.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read

as follows:
The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. FEIN-

GOLD], for himself, Mr. HARKIN, Mr.
WELLSTONE, and Mr. WYDEN, proposes an
amendment numbered 3759.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 31, between lines 18 and 19, insert

the following:
SEC. 126. D5 SUBMARINE-LAUNCHED BALLISTIC

MISSILE PROGRAM.
(a) REDUCTION OF AMOUNT FOR PROGRAM.—

Notwithstanding any other provision of this
Act, the total amount authorized to be ap-
propriated by this Act is reduced by
$462,733,000.

(b) PROHIBITION.—None of the remaining
funds authorized to be appropriated by this
Act after the reduction made by subsection
(a) may be used for the procurement of D5
submarine-launched ballistic missiles or
components for D5 missiles.

(c) TERMINATION OF PROGRAM.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall terminate production
of D5 submarine ballistic missiles under the
D5 submarine-launched ballistic missile pro-
gram after fiscal year 2001.

(d) PAYMENT OF TERMINATION COSTS.—
Funds available on or after the date of the
enactment of this Act for obligation for the
D5 submarine-launched ballistic missile pro-
gram may be obligated for production under
that program only for payment of the costs
associated with the termination of produc-
tion under this Act.

(e) INAPPLICABILITY TO MISSILES IN PRODUC-
TION.—Subsections (c) and (d) do not apply to
missiles in production on the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, quite
simply, this amendment will terminate
the future production of the Navy’s
Trident II missile. I am pleased to be
joined in this effort by the Senator
from Iowa, Mr. HARKIN, the Senator
from Minnesota, Mr. WELLSTONE, and
the Senator from Oregon, Mr. WYDEN.

I have made it a priority to seek to
eliminate unnecessary Government
spending. To the occasional consterna-
tion of some in this Chamber and else-
where, I have come to the floor time
and time again to try to scale back or
terminate costly Federal programs,
many of which have outlived their use-
fulness.

In my view, the Trident II program is
just the kind of cold war relic that we
can and should eliminate.

The Trident II, also called the D–5, is
the Navy’s submarine-launched bal-
listic missile. It was designed specifi-
cally to be a first-strike strategic mis-
sile that would attack targets inside
the Soviet Union from waters off the
continental United States.

By halting further production of the
Trident II missile, we would save
American taxpayers more than $460
million in fiscal year 2001 alone, and
according to the CBO, we would save
$2.6 billion over the next 10 years, from
2001 to 2010.

The Navy now has in its arsenal 372
Trident II missiles, and has requested

funding this year for an additional 12.
The legislation currently before this
body includes more than $430 million
for those additional 12 missiles.

It also authorizes an additional $28.8
million for advanced procurement for
still more Trident II missiles that the
Navy hopes to purchase in future
years.

Let me be clear. My amendment
would halt production of additional
Trident II missiles. It does not in any
way prevent the Navy from operating
or maintaining its current arsenal of
372 Trident II missiles.

I would like to take a moment to
talk about the Trident II, its prede-
cessor, the Trident I, and the reasons
why I believe this Trident II program
should be terminated.

The Trident II is deployed aboard the
Navy’s fleet of 18 Ohio-class sub-
marines. Ten of these subs are equipped
with Trident II missiles. The oldest
eight subs in the fleet are equipped
with the older Trident I, or C-4, mis-
sile.

The Navy is already moving toward
downsizing its Trident fleet from 18 to
14 in order to comply with the provi-
sions of the START II treaty. Some ob-
servers suggest simply retiring the four
oldest Ohio-class submarines in order
to achieve that goal. Others support
converting those subs, which carry the
older Trident I missle, to carry conven-
tional missiles. The CBO estimates
that this conversion alone would cost
about $3.3 billion over 10 years.

That leaves four other submarines
that are equipped with the older Tri-
dent I missiles. The Navy wants to
backfit those four subs to carry newer
Trident II missiles.

The Navy’s current goal is to have 14
submarines with 24 Trident II missiles
each, for a total of 336 missiles, with a
number of additional missiles for test-
ing purposes. The CBO estimates that a
total of 425 missiles would be required
to fully arm 14 submarines and have
sufficient missiles also for testing.
That would mean the purchase of at
least 53 more missiles.

We already have 372 Trident II mis-
siles—more than enough to fully arm
the 10 existing Trident II submarines
and to maintain an inventory for test-
ing. So why do we need 12 more?

Why do we need to spend the tax-
payers’ money on advanced procure-
ment to buy even more missiles in fu-
ture years?

And why do we need to backfit the
aging remains of the Trident I fleet at
all? Ten fully-equipped Trident II sub-
marines are more than capable of being
an effective deterrent against the
moth-balled Russian submarine fleet
and against the ballistic missile aspira-
tions of rogue states, including China
and North Korea.

And the aging Trident I subs won’t
outlast the Trident I missiles they cur-
rently carry, let alone the additional
Trident II missiles the Navy wants to
build for them to the tune of about $40
million per missile.

The CBO has recommended termi-
nating the further production of the
Trident II missile, which would save
$2.6 billion over the next 10 years, and
retiring all eight of the Trident I sub-
marines, which would save an addi-
tional $2.3 billion over the next 10
years, for a total savings of $4.9 billion.

I do recognize that there is still a po-
tential threat from rogue states and
from independent operators who seek
to acquire ballistic missiles and other
weapons of mass destruction. I also
recognize that our submarine fleet and
our arsenal of strategic nuclear weap-
ons still have an important role to pay
in warding off these threats. Their role,
however, has diminished dramatically
from what it was at the time of the
cold war. Our missile procurement de-
cisions should really reflect that
change and it should reflect the reali-
ties of the post-cold-war world.

Our existing inventory of 372 Trident
II missiles is far superior to any other
country on the globe. And each of these
missiles contains eight independently
targetable nuclear warheads, for a
total of 192 warheads per submarine.
The 372 missiles currently in the
Navy’s inventory contain 2,976 war-
heads. Each warhead packs between 300
to 450 kilotons of explosive power.

For a comparison—which is really
quite striking—the first atomic bomb
that the United States dropped on Hir-
oshima generated 15 kilotons of force.
Let’s do the math for just one fully-
equipped Trident II submarine.

Each warhead can generate up to 450
kilotons of force. Each missile has
eight warheads, and each submarine
has 24 missiles. That equals 86.4 mega-
tons of force per submarine. That is the
equivalent of 5,760 Hiroshimas. Let me
say that again: the power of 5,760
Hiroshimas on just one submarine.

The Navy currently has 10 such sub-
marines, and they want to backfit an-
other four with these devastating
weapons. It is hard to imagine why we
need to procure more of these weapons
when those we already have could de-
stroy the Earth many times over.

And it is especially hard to com-
prehend why we need more Trident II
missiles when we take into account the
fact that the Trident II is only one of
the several types of ballistic missiles
the Department of Defense has in its
arsenal.

The world is changing. Earlier this
year, the Russian Duma ratified the
START II treaty, a move that seemed
highly unlikely just 1 year ago. And
Russia has also ratified the Com-
prehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty,
something that this body regrettably
failed to do last fall.

I cannot understand the need for
more Trident II missiles at a time
when the Governments of the United
States and Russia are in negotiations
to implement START II and are also
discussing a framework for START III.
These agreements call for reductions in
our nuclear arsenal, not increases. To
spend scarce resources on building
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more missiles now is short sighted and
could seriously undermine our efforts
to negotiate further arms reductions
with Russia.

The debate on the underlying legisla-
tion is one about priorities. We should
stop spending taxpayer dollars on de-
fense programs that have unfortu-
nately survived the cold war and
should instead concentrate on military
readiness and better pay and benefits
for our men and women in uniform.

So I urge my colleagues to support
this sensible amendment, which has
been endorsed by Taxpayers for Com-
mon Sense, the Center for Defense In-
formation, the Peace Action Education
Fund, the Union of Concerned Sci-
entists, the Council for a Liveable
World, Physicians for Social Responsi-
bility, and the 20/20 Vision Education
Fund.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. FEINGOLD. I reserve the re-

mainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado.
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I rise in

opposition to the Feingold amendment.
I happen to believe we need a strong
national defense. I think an important
ingredient in having a strong national
defense is that we have a defense sys-
tem that is technologically advanced
over any opposition we may face in the
world; that we have a versatile defense
system; and that we have some mobil-
ity so we can avoid duplication.

A key ingredient of a strong national
defense is our submarine program,
which includes the submarine-launched
ballistic missile. An important part of
a submarine-launched ballistic missile
is the D–5.

The Feingold amendment would cut
$462.7 million in funds to procure the
Trident D–5 missiles and, in effect,
would terminate the D–5 production
program. For that reason, I strongly
oppose this amendment.

The Department of Defense also hap-
pens to oppose this amendment. That
was not an easy decision. There was a
lot of consideration on what should be
the proper level of defense and how
submarine defenses should be a part of
that. The Navy, after a considerable
amount of thought, decided they need-
ed to outfit a total of 14 Trident sub-
marines with the D–5 missile. This will
require a total inventory of 425 Trident
missiles. With the fiscal year 2000 budg-
et, the Navy will have 53 missiles left
to procure to meet this inventory ob-
jective. We have gone through most of
the program. We are not going to have
much left, as far as funding missiles,
after this fiscal year.

In 1994, there was a nuclear posture
review. This review was done by the
Department of Defense and it has been
persistently evaluated. The conclusion

is that the U.S. needs 14 Trident sub-
marines at a minimum to be able to
maintain a two-ocean SLBM force that
is stabilizing, operationally effective,
and which enhances deterrence.

The Department of Defense is plan-
ning on maintaining 14 Trident sub-
marines for the foreseeable future re-
gardless of arms control developments.
Current plans are to maintain 14 boats
under START II as well as under
START III. Terminating the D–5 pro-
gram, after fiscal year 2000, would
mean the Navy would only have
enough missiles to outfit 11 boats. Over
time, as operational flight testing uses
up an already inadequate missile in-
ventory, you begin to reduce the num-
ber of submarines you would be able to
maintain on operational status even
further. We would decidedly have a
lack of missiles to meet the goal for a
two-ocean SLBM force.

The Feingold amendment cuts the
entire fiscal year 2001 budget request
for D–5 production. However, even if
the Congress wanted to terminate the
D–5 program following the fiscal year
2001 procurement, the Navy would still
need to spend over $330 million in pro-
curement funds to terminate the pro-
duction program. Hence, the Feingold
amendment would not only pre-
maturely stop production, but it would
also preclude orderly termination of
the program.

Way back in January of this year, in
a report to Congress, the Secretary of
Defense stated that the impact of pro-
curing less than 425 of the D–5 missiles
would be very severe. Specifically, the
Secretary of Defense indicated that
such a decision would have adverse im-
pacts on the effectiveness of the U.S.
strategic deterrent, severely weaken
reliability, accuracy, and safety assess-
ments associated with the D–5 oper-
ational flight test program, and would
undermine the strategic missile indus-
trial and production base of the United
States at a time when the D–5 missile
is the only strategic missile still in
production.

The Secretary’s report also indicated
that termination of the D–5 missile be-
fore the planned completion of 425 mis-
siles would result in a unilateral reduc-
tion of deployed U.S. strategic war-
heads in both the START I and the
START II regimes and is not con-
sistent with U.S. START III plans.

The Navy also looked at retaining
older C–4 missiles to fill in the lack of
the D–5 missiles. It concluded that this
would be even more costly and ineffi-
cient than simply completing the D–5
production run.

With only 53 missiles to procure, ter-
mination at this point will produce
only marginal savings and will have a
severe operational impact on our abil-
ity to maintain a stable deterrent
force.

It is based on these factors that I
strongly urge my colleagues to oppose
the amendment by the Senator from
Wisconsin.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to debate this
with the Senator from Colorado. I will
clear up a couple of factual points be-
fore I make a few general statements.

First, as I understand it, the question
of termination costs will not be a prob-
lem that will be absorbed because of
this amendment, because any unex-
pended funds can be used for purposes
of the termination costs. I don’t think
that is a major objection.

Secondly, I believe the Senator sug-
gested this would have some impact on
missiles already in production. That is
not the case. That is not the way our
amendment is drafted. That is not
what it will do.

The most important point is that the
Senator from Colorado indicates that
these missiles are a key ingredient in
our national defense. Let’s assume that
is the case. The fact is, we already have
372 of these missiles. I believe the bur-
den is on those asking for this addi-
tional funding to show that that is not
enough.

Assuming it is a key ingredient, do
we really need more than 372? Do we
really need these additional 53 mis-
siles? As I indicated earlier, we have
2,976 warheads based on our current 372
missiles, and that is the equivalent of
25,760 Hiroshimas per submarine. I
think the burden is on those wanting
to spend this additional money to show
that we need a stronger deterrent than
that.

The Senator from Colorado suggested
adverse impacts on deterrence if we
don’t do these additional 12. After
25,760 Hiroshimas per submarine, we
need additional deterrence? I didn’t
hear a single statement from the Sen-
ator from Colorado suggesting exactly
what the real adverse impacts are of
just not doing these additional mis-
siles.

I suggest the money is desperately
needed not only in general but, even
within the defense budget, for the peo-
ple who serve our country, their pay,
their conditions, their housing, readi-
ness, including that of the National
Guard, for example. In my State, the
people in the National Guard des-
perately need these resources, for ex-
ample, for inventory, for training.
They are very strapped. They are now
taking a great deal of responsibility for
our standing Army. To me, the prior-
ities are wrong. We have more than
adequate deterrence with these 372 mis-
siles.

I suggest the case has not been made,
as it must be, by those who want to
make the expenditure for these addi-
tional missiles.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado.
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I will

respond, if I may.
The amendment cuts funds which

would require termination of the pro-
gram, plain and simple. DOD has re-
peatedly reviewed that very question.
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Each time they have concluded we need
53 additional missiles.

Keep in mind, the goal originally was
set up that we needed to maintain a
submarine force in the Pacific Ocean as
well as the Atlantic Ocean. It was de-
termined that, at a minimum, we had
to have 14 submarines, and we needed
to have them adequately armed in
order to provide the defenses we need.

The Trident submarine is the core of
the U.S. strategic deterrent force, and
the Trident force is the most surviv-
able leg of our strategic triad.

I think it is important we go ahead
and complete this program, recognizing
that we are towards the end of manu-
facturing of the missiles.

I think it only makes sense that we
complete it and maintain a strong de-
fense. I believe a strong defense does
serve as a deterrent, and it helps assure
world peace. For that reason, I strong-
ly oppose the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin has 3 minutes 25
seconds.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
don’t know how much more I will de-
bate this. I want to respond to the
point about the study and analysis that
the Senator from Colorado appears to
rely on most exclusively. That analysis
was done prior to the time the Russian
Duma approved START II. This is an
example. It is not looking at the
present relationship we have and our
goals with regard to Russia and the fu-
ture negotiations, not only with regard
to what is going on now, but with
START III.

The whole point is that we have to
look at current realities, look at what
we have—372 missiles—and their capac-
ity, and our goals as to what message
we want to send to Russia as we nego-
tiate what is hoped to be a reduction in
the nuclear arsenals. I think it is sim-
ply not only an unwise expenditure,
but also an attitude that does not re-
flect what we are trying to accomplish
with regard to our negotiations with
Russia.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado.
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I be-

lieve I need to respond again. We have
had a report as late as January of this
year, and it is that we should maintain
14 Trident submarines not only
through START I and II, but also
START III. So I think this is forward
looking. I think it helps us assure our
goals of a strong defense. It maintains
a versatile force and keeps us techno-
logically advanced, with the mobility
we need. I think it is an essential as-
pect of our defense, and I think it
would be foolhardy for us to cut the
funds necessary to fully develop the 425
D–5 missiles for the Trident submarine.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of our time on this
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, might I
inquire? I was off the floor. Have the
yeas and nays been ordered for tomor-
row?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, that
is correct.

Mr. WARNER. It is ready to be
sequenced tomorrow for the purpose of
voting?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.
Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senators.

We are now ready to hear from our dis-
tinguished colleague from Illinois, if he
is ready.

I will ask our colleague from Illinois
two questions. One, on the assumption
that Mr. LEVIN will soon return to the
floor, I ask if we could interrupt for the
purpose of clearing some en bloc
amendments, which will enable the
staff who otherwise would be here to
return to their offices and use their
time productively. We will ask for that
at the appropriate time. Has the Sen-
ator indicated the amount of time he
might seek for purposes of debate?

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, there
are three Members on the floor who
will be seeking recognition, and we an-
ticipate a maximum of 60 minutes on
this side. I don’t know how much is
needed on the other side.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator.
In looking this over, I am inclined to
think that we can, in the course of the
conference, gain some support. I hope
it remains in a factual manner and
that the legislative history you are
about to make in terms of your re-
marks, together with your colleagues,
support what is in this amendment.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank
the chairman for his forbearance in
scheduling this debate. I don’t think
any of us had hoped it would occur at
8:30 at night, but that is the situation
we are in. This is a very important de-
bate.

AMENDMENT NO. 3732

(Purpose: To provide for operationally real-
istic testing of National Missile Defense
systems against countermeasures, and to
establish an independent panel to review
the testing)
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN], for

himself, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr.
JOHNSON, Mr. KERRY, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. HAR-
KIN, and Mr. WYDEN, proposes an amendment
numbered 3732.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 53, after line 23, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. 243. OPERATIONALLY-REALISTIC TESTING

AGAINST COUNTERMEASURES FOR
NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE.

(a) TESTING REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary
of Defense shall direct the Ballistic Missile
Defense Organization—

(1) to include in the ground and flight test-
ing of the National Missile Defense system
that is conducted before the system becomes
operational any countermeasures (including
decoys) that—

(A) are likely, or at least realistically pos-
sible, to be used against the system; and

(B) are chosen for testing on the basis of
what countermeasure capabilities a long-
range missile could have and is likely to
have, taking into consideration the tech-
nology that the country deploying the mis-
sile would have or could likely acquire; and

(2) to determine the extent to which the
exoatmospheric kill vehicle and the National
Missile Defense system can reliably discrimi-
nate between warheads and such counter-
measures.

(b) FUTURE FUNDING REQUIREMENTS.—The
Secretary, in consultation with the Director
of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization
shall—

(1) determine what additional funding, if
any, may be necessary for fulfilling the test-
ing requirements set forth in subsection (a)
in fiscal years after fiscal year 2001; and

(2) submit the determination to the con-
gressional defense committees at the same
time that the President submits the budget
for fiscal year 2002 to Congress under section
1105(a) of title 31, United States Code.

(c) REPORT BY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.—(1)
The Secretary of Defense shall, except as
provided in paragraph (4), submit to Con-
gress an annual report on the Department’s
efforts to establish a program for operation-
ally realistic testing of the National Missile
Defense system against countermeasures.
The report shall be in both classified and un-
classified forms.

(2) The report shall include the Secretary’s
assessment of the following:

(A) The countermeasures available to for-
eign countries with ballistic missiles that
the National Missile Defense system could
encounter in a launch of such missiles
against the United States.

(B) The ability of the National Missile De-
fense system to defeat such counter-
measures, including the ability of the system
to discriminate between countermeasures
and reentry vehicles.

(C) The plans to demonstrate the capa-
bility of the National Missile Defense system
to defeat such countermeasures and the ade-
quacy of the ground and flight testing to
demonstrate that capability.

(3) The report shall be submitted not later
than January 15 of each year. The first re-
port shall be submitted not later than Janu-
ary 15, 2001.

(4) No annual report is required under this
section after the National Missile Defense
system becomes operational.

(d) INDEPENDENT REVIEW PANEL.—(1) The
Secretary of Defense shall reconvene the
Panel on Reducing Risk in Ballistic Missile
Defense Flight Test Programs.

(2) The Panel shall assess the following:
(A) The countermeasures available for use

against the United States National Missile
Defense system.

(B) The operational effectiveness of that
system against those countermeasures.

(C) The adequacy of the National Missile
Defense flight testing program to dem-
onstrate the capability of the system to de-
feat the countermeasures.

(3) After conducting the assessment re-
quired under paragraph (2), the Panel shall
evaluate—
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(A) whether sufficient ground and flight

testing of the system will have been con-
ducted before the system becomes oper-
ational to support the making of a deter-
mination, with a justifiably high level of
confidence, regarding the operational effec-
tiveness of the system;

(B) whether adequate ground and flight
testing of the system will have been con-
ducted, before the system becomes oper-
ational, against the countermeasures that
are likely, or at least realistically possible,
to be used against the system and that other
countries have or likely could acquire; and

(C) whether the exoatmospheric kill vehi-
cle and the rest of the National Missile De-
fense system can reliably discriminate be-
tween warheads and such countermeasures.

(4) Not later than March 15, 2001, the Panel
shall submit a report on its assessments and
evaluations to the Secretary of Defense and
to Congress. The report shall include any
recommendations for improving the flight
testing program for the National Missile De-
fense system or the operational capability of
the system to defeat countermeasures that
the Panel determines appropriate.

(e) COUNTERMEASURE DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘countermeasure’’—

(1) means any deliberate action taken by a
country with long-range ballistic missiles to
defeat or otherwise counter a United States
National Missile Defense system; and

(2) includes, among other actions—
(A) use of a submunition released by a bal-

listic missile soon after the boost phase of
the missile;

(B) use of anti-simulation, together with
such decoys as Mylar balloons, to disguise
the signature of the warhead; and

(C) use of a shroud cooled with liquid nitro-
gen to reduce the infrared signature of the
warhead.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, what we
are going to discuss this evening is one
of the most expensive, and perhaps one
of the most important, elements in our
Nation’s national defense. We are going
to discuss the national missile defense
system.

The reason for its importance, I
guess, could be summarized in several
ways. First, it is an extraordinary ex-
penditure of money. It is anticipated
that if we are going to meet our first
goal by 2005, we will spend up to $60 bil-
lion. That is an exceptional expendi-
ture, even by Federal standards, even
by the standards of the Department of
Defense.

Second, those who support this sys-
tem are telling us that our goal is to
basically protect America from attack
by rogue missiles, by those enemies of
the United States who might launch a
missile at us and threaten our cities
and population. So the importance of
the system we are talking about can-
not be overstated.

Third, we know that if we go forward
with this, we run the risk of compli-
cating our negotiations with other
countries in the world—particularly
Russia and China—about the reduction
in their nuclear arsenals. So this is
high-stakes poker. We are talking
about a decision, in terms of our na-
tional defense, which may be one of the
most important in history.

I have a very straightforward amend-
ment that will require that the na-
tional missile defense system test real-
istic countermeasures before becoming

operational, and that an independent
review panel—the Welch panel—assess
the testing program in light of these
countermeasure problems. The Presi-
dent is slated to decide soon whether to
deploy a national missile defense sys-
tem. This bill we are debating author-
izes spending almost $5 billion in the
next fiscal year for this program.

The Congressional Budget Office has
estimated the contemplated national
missile defense total cost at $60 billion,
when all components are considered.
Whether one thinks that deciding to
deploy a national missile defense sys-
tem at this moment is a good idea or
not, I hope we can all agree that once
that system becomes operational, it
should work. If we are going to spend
$60 billion, we ought to have a high
level of confidence that it will in fact
protect us from rogue states firing a
missile. If the fate of America will
truly hang in the balance, we owe this
Nation and every family and every
mother, father, and child our very best
effort in building a credible, effective
deterrence.

Such a high level of confidence is not
possible until this system is tested
against likely responses from emerging
missile states, known as counter-
measures or decoys. If the missile sys-
tem cannot discriminate between war-
heads and decoys, it is, as a practical
matter, useless because enemies will
simply be able to overwhelm it with
cheap decoys.

At this point, I will yield time to my
colleagues who have gathered here to
be part of this debate. At the end of
their statements, I will reclaim my
time and conclude.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask at
this time if I may clear some amend-
ments and ask unanimous consent that
the time consumed by the two man-
agers not in any way be counted
against the time for the Senator from
Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3733, 3734, 3737, AND 3762, AS
MODIFIED, EN BLOC

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, Sen-
ator LEVIN and I have several amend-
ments cleared by myself and the rank-
ing member, some of which have been
modified. I call up amendments Nos.
3733, 3737, 3734, and I send to the desk a
modified version of amendment No.
3762. I ask unanimous consent that
these amendments be considered en
bloc, that the Senate agree to the
amendments, and that the motions to
reconsider be laid on the table.

Finally, I ask unanimous consent
that statements relating to individual
amendments be printed at the appro-
priate place in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 3733, 3734,
3737, and 3762, as modified) were agreed
to, as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 3733

(Purpose: To authorize grants for the main-
tenance, repair, and renovation of school
facilities that serve dependents of mem-
bers of the Armed Forces and Department
of Defense employees)
On page 123, between lines 12 and 13, insert

the following:
SEC. 377. ASSISTANCE FOR MAINTENANCE, RE-

PAIR, AND RENOVATION OF SCHOOL
FACILITIES THAT SERVE DEPEND-
ENTS OF MEMBERS OF THE ARMED
FORCES AND DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES.

(a) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—Chapter 111 of
title 10, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by redesignating section 2199 as section
2199a; and

(2) by inserting after section 2198 the fol-
lowing new section:
‘‘§ 2199. Quality of life education facilities

grants
‘‘(a) REPAIR AND RENOVATION ASSISTANCE.—

(1) The Secretary of Defense may make a
grant to an eligible local educational agency
to assist the agency to repair and renovate—

‘‘(A) an impacted school facility that is
used by significant numbers of military de-
pendent students; or

‘‘(B) a school facility that was a former De-
partment of Defense domestic dependent ele-
mentary or secondary school.

‘‘(2) Authorized repair and renovation
projects may include repairs and improve-
ments to an impacted school facility (includ-
ing the grounds of the facility) designed to
ensure compliance with the requirements of
the Americans with Disabilities Act or local
health and safety ordinances, to meet class-
room size requirements, or to accommodate
school population increases.

‘‘(3) The total amount of assistance pro-
vided under this subsection to an eligible
local educational agency may not exceed
$5,000,000 during any period of two fiscal
years.

‘‘(b) MAINTENANCE ASSISTANCE.—(1) The
Secretary of Defense may make a grant to
an eligible local educational agency whose
boundaries are the same as a military instal-
lation to assist the agency to maintain an
impacted school facility, including the
grounds of such a facility.

‘‘(2) The total amount of assistance pro-
vided under this subsection to an eligible
local educational agency may not exceed
$250,000 during any fiscal year.

‘‘(c) DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBLE LOCAL
EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—(1) A local edu-
cational agency is an eligible local edu-
cational agency under this section only if
the Secretary of Defense determines that the
local educational agency has—

‘‘(A) one or more federally impacted school
facilities and satisfies at least one of the ad-
ditional eligibility requirements specified in
paragraph (2); or

‘‘(B) a school facility that was a former De-
partment of Defense domestic dependent ele-
mentary or secondary school, but assistance
provided under this subparagraph may only
be used to repair and renovate that facility.

‘‘(2) The additional eligibility require-
ments referred to in paragraph (1) are the
following:

‘‘(A) The local educational agency is eligi-
ble to receive assistance under subsection (f)
of section 8003 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7703)
and at least 10 percent of the students who
were in average daily attendance in the
schools of such agency during the preceding
school year were students described under
paragraph (1)(A) or (1)(B) of section 8003(a) of
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965.

‘‘(B) At least 35 percent of the students
who were in average daily attendance in the
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schools of the local educational agency dur-
ing the preceding school year were students
described under paragraph (1)(A) or (1)(B) of
section 8003(a) of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965.

‘‘(C) The State education system and the
local educational agency are one and the
same.

‘‘(d) NOTIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—Not
later than June 30 of each fiscal year, the
Secretary of Defense shall notify each local
educational agency identified under sub-
section (c) that the local educational agency
is eligible during that fiscal year to apply for
a grant under subsection (a), subsection (b),
or both subsections.

‘‘(e) RELATION TO IMPACT AID CONSTRUCTION
ASSISTANCE.—A local education agency that
receives a grant under subsection (a) to re-
pair and renovate a school facility may not
also receive a payment for school construc-
tion under section 8007 of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 7707) for the same fiscal year.

‘‘(f) GRANT CONSIDERATIONS.—In deter-
mining which eligible local educational
agencies will receive a grant under this sec-
tion for a fiscal year, the Secretary of De-
fense shall take into consideration the fol-
lowing conditions and needs at impacted
school facilities of eligible local educational
agencies:

‘‘(1) The repair or renovation of facilities is
needed to meet State mandated class size re-
quirements, including student-teacher ratios
and instructional space size requirements.

‘‘(2) There is a increase in the number of
military dependent students in facilities of
the agency due to increases in unit strength
as part of military readiness.

‘‘(3) There are unhoused students on a mili-
tary installation due to other strength ad-
justments at military installations.

‘‘(4) The repair or renovation of facilities is
needed to address any of the following condi-
tions:

‘‘(A) The condition of the facility poses a
threat to the safety and well-being of stu-
dents.

‘‘(B) The requirements of the Americans
with Disabilities Act.

‘‘(C) The cost associated with asbestos re-
moval, energy conservation, or technology
upgrades.

‘‘(D) Overcrowding conditions as evidenced
by the use of trailers and portable buildings
and the potential for future overcrowding be-
cause of increased enrollment.

‘‘(5) The repair or renovation of facilities is
needed to meet any other Federal or State
mandate.

‘‘(6) The number of military dependent stu-
dents as a percentage of the total student
population in the particular school facility.

‘‘(7) The age of facility to be repaired or
renovated.

‘‘(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
‘‘(1) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The

term ‘local educational agency’ has the
meaning given that term in section 8013(9) of
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7713(9)).

‘‘(2) IMPACTED SCHOOL FACILITY.—The term
‘impacted school facility’ means a facility of
a local educational agency—

‘‘(A) that is used to provide elementary or
secondary education at or near a military in-
stallation; and

‘‘(B) at which the average annual enroll-
ment of military dependent students is a
high percentage of the total student enroll-
ment at the facility, as determined by the
Secretary of Defense.

‘‘(3) MILITARY DEPENDENT STUDENTS.—The
term ‘military dependent students’ means
students who are dependents of members of
the armed forces or Department of Defense
civilian employees.

‘‘(4) MILITARY INSTALLATION.—The term
‘military installation’ has the meaning given
that term in section 2687(e) of this title.’’.

(b) AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER HEADING AND
TABLES OF CONTENTS.—(1) The heading of
chapter 111 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘CHAPTER 111—SUPPORT OF
EDUCATION’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by striking the
item relating to section 2199 and inserting
the following new items:

‘‘2199. Quality of life education facilities
grants.

‘‘2199a. Definitions.’’.
(3) The tables of chapters at the beginning

of subtitle A, and at the beginning of part III
of subtitle A, of such title are amended by
striking the item relating to chapter 111 and
inserting the following:

‘‘111. Support of Education ................ 2191’’.
(c) FUNDING FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001.—

Amounts appropriated in the Department of
Defense Appropriations Act, 2001, under the
heading ‘‘QUALITY OF LIFE ENHANCEMENTS,
DEFENSE’’ may be used by the Secretary of
Defense to make grants under section 2199 of
title 10, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (a).

AMENDMENT NO. 3734

(Purpose: To postpone implementation of the
Defense Joint Accounting System (DJAS)
pending an analysis of the system)

On page 123, between lines 12 and 13, insert
the following:

SEC. 377. POSTPONEMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION
OF DEFENSE JOINT ACCOUNTING
SYSTEM (DJAS) PENDING ANALYSIS
OF THE SYSTEM.

(a) POSTPONEMENT.—The Secretary of De-
fense may not grant a Milestone III decision
for the Defense Joint Accounting System
(DJAS) until the Secretary—

(1) conducts, with the participation of the
Inspector General of the Department of De-
fense and the inspectors general of the mili-
tary departments, an analysis of alternatives
to the system to determine whether the sys-
tem warrants deployment; and

(2) if the Secretary determines that the
system warrants deployment, submits to the
congressional defense committees a report
certifying that the system meets Milestone I
and Milestone II requirements and applicable
requirements of the Clinger-Cohen Act of
1996 (divisions D and E of Public Law 104–
106).

(b) DEADLINE FOR REPORT.—The report re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(2) shall be sub-
mitted, if at all, not later than March 30,
2001.

AMENDMENT NO. 3737

(Purpose: To repeal the prohibition on use of
Department of Defense funds for the pro-
curement of a nuclear-capable shipyard
crane from a foreign source)

On page 32, after line 24, add the following:

SEC. 142. REPEAL OF PROHIBITION ON USE OF
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FUNDS
FOR PROCUREMENT OF NUCLEAR-
CAPABLE SHIPYARD CRANE FROM A
FOREIGN SOURCE.

Section 8093 of the Department of Defense
Appropriations Act, 2000 (Public Law 106–79;
113 Stat. 1253) is amended by striking sub-
section (d), relating to a prohibition on the
use of Department of Defense funds to pro-
cure a nuclear-capable shipyard crane from a
foreign source.

AMENDMENT NO. 3762, AS MODIFIED

(Purpose: To provide for the humane admin-
istration of Department of Defense secrecy
oaths and policies, consistent with na-
tional security needs, where workers and
communities at nuclear weapons facilities
may have had their health compromised by
exposure to radioactive and other haz-
ardous substances)
On page 415; between lines 2 and 3, insert

the following:
SEC. 1061. SECRECY POLICIES AND WORKER

HEALTH.
(a) REVIEW OF SECRECY POLICIES.—The Sec-

retary of Defense in consultation with the
Secretary of Energy shall review classifica-
tion and security policies and; within appro-
priate national security constraints, ensure
that such policies do not prevent or discour-
age employees at former nuclear weapons fa-
cilities who may have been exposed to radio-
active or other hazardous substances associ-
ated with nuclear weapons from discussing
such exposures with appropriate health care
providers and with other appropriate offi-
cials. The policies reviewed should include
the policy to neither confirm nor deny the
presence of nuclear weapons as it is applied
to former U.S. nuclear weapons facilities
that no longer contain nuclear weapons or
materials.

(c) NOTIFICATION OF AFFECTED EMPLOY-
EES.—(1) The Secretary of Defense in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Energy shall
seek to identify individuals who are or were
employed at Department of Defense sites
that no longer store, assemble, disassemble,
or maintain nuclear weapons.

(2) Upon determination that such employ-
ees may have been exposed to radioactive or
hazardous substances associated with nu-
clear weapons at such sites, such employees
shall be notified of any such exposures to ra-
diation, or hazardous substances associated
with nuclear weapons.

(3) Such notification shall include an ex-
planation of how such employees can discuss
any such exposures with health care pro-
viders who do not possess security clearances
without violating security or classification
procedures or, if necessary, provide guidance
to facilitate the ability of such individuals
to contact health care providers with appro-
priate security clearances or discuss such ex-
posures with other officials who are deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense to be ap-
propriate.

(d) The Secretary of Defense in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Energy shall, no
later than May 1, 2001, submit a report to the
Congressional Defense Committees setting
forth:

(1) the results of the review in paragraph
(a) including any changes made or rec-
ommendations for legislation; and

(2) the status of the notification in para-
graph (b) and an anticipated date on which
such notification will be completed.

AMENDMENT NO. 3733

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
am deeply concerned about the condi-
tion of the classrooms within our mili-
tary dependent schools. A number of
our classrooms contain asbestos, roofs
leak, classes are overcrowded, three or
four teachers have to share the same
desk, science labs are 30 plus years old
and potentially unsafe, and some
schools are not in compliance with the
American with Disabilities Act.

I am ashamed that military families
who live on base are forced to send
their kids to school facilities in these
conditions. I was even more disturbed
when I found out the many other
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school districts that teach large num-
bers of military dependents have simi-
lar infrastructure problems.

Amazingly most kids have done well
despite this environment but I worry
about the impact the deteriorating
school facilities has on declining mili-
tary retention and recruitment. The
condition of these schools is clearly a
quality of life issue for military fami-
lies.

Mr. President, I offer an amendment
today to help alleviate these problems
and ensure a safe and comfortable
learning environment for more than
80,000 children of members of our
armed forces.

My amendment establishes a grant
program within the Department of De-
fense to assist school districts with re-
pair and renovation costs for facilities
used to educate large numbers of mili-
tary kids. The program would enable
qualified school districts to apply for
grants up to $5 million every two years
to help meet health and safety, class
size, ADA, asbestos removal, and tech-
nology requirements.

The program would also assist school
districts faced with significant enroll-
ment increases due to increases in on-
base housing or mission changes. Last-
ly, school districts could seek assist-
ance for repair and renovation costs of
Department of Defense owned schools
being transferred to a local school dis-
trict.

For example, at Robins Air Force
Base in Georgia a DOD owned elemen-
tary school is being transferred to the
local school district but $4 million in
repairs is needed to bring the school up
to the local district’s safety and fire
standards.

Why is Department of Defense assist-
ance needed? Most of the school dis-
tricts serving large numbers of mili-
tary children have limited bonding
ability or no tax base to raise the nec-
essary capital funding.

For example, seven public schools
districts that serve military depend-
ents are located solely on the military
installation and in turn have no tax
base or bonding authority. The seven
schools rely on impact aid and state
funding and almost all repair or ren-
ovation expenditures come at the ex-
pense of instructional funding.

The Department of Education is au-
thorized to provide construction fund-
ing for impacted schools but only $10
million is provided for hundreds of im-
pacted schools nationwide. An addi-
tional $5 million is available for school
facilities owned by the Department of
Education but the needs of those
schools far exceed the available fund-
ing.

The Department of Education has es-
sentially abdicated its responsibility to
ensure a safe and comfortable learning
environment at federally impacted
schools. We often hear of the need for
more federal dollars for school con-
struction but who deserves this more
than the children whose parents serve
in our armed forces.

Schools that teach large numbers of
military dependents receive supple-
mental impact aid assistance through
the Department of Defense, $30 million
in FY 2000 benefitting about 130
schools. However, the funding is not
sufficient to meet major repair and
renovation costs.

A comprehensive program is needed
to address this serious quality of life
issue. And, without Department of De-
fense assistance tens of thousands of
military children will continue to
learn in inadequate and unsafe facili-
ties.

This amendment would benefit the 30
most heavily impacted school districts
that teach military children.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to support this important quality of
life issue that will benefit more than
80,000 military children.

AMENDMENT NO. 3762, AS MODIFIED

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have
an amendment to correct an absurdity
in our application of important secrecy
policies. This issue would be a laugh-
able example of bureaucratic intran-
sigence except that it is harming work-
ers who may have gotten sick from
working on our nuclear weapons.

I’m sure that by now all my col-
leagues are aware that many of our
citizens were exposed to radioactive
and other hazardous materials at nu-
clear weapons production plants in the
United States. While working to pro-
tect our national security, workers at
places like Paducah, Kentucky, Ports-
mouth, Ohio, and Oak Ridge, Tennessee
were subjected to severe hazards, some-
times without their knowledge or con-
sent. We recently passed an amend-
ment to provide compensation to some
of those who became seriously ill be-
cause of their dangerous work at nu-
clear weapons plants.

The dangers at these plants thrived
in the darkness of government secrecy.
Public oversight was especially weak
at a factory for assembling and dis-
assembling nuclear weapons at the
Iowa Army Ammunition Plant in Mid-
dletown, Iowa. I first found out about
the nuclear weapons work there from a
constituent letter from a former work-
er, Robert Anderson. He was concerned
that his non-Hodgkins lymphoma was
caused by exposures at the plant. But
when I asked the Department of En-
ergy about the plant, at first they de-
nied that any nuclear weapons work
took place there. The constituent’s
story was only confirmed when my
staff saw a promotional video from the
contractor at the site that mentioned
the nuclear weapons work.

The nuclear weapons production
plants were run not by the Defense De-
partment but by the Atomic Energy
Commission, which has since been
made part of the Department of En-
ergy. The Department of Energy has
since acknowledged what happened,
and is now actively trying to help the
current and former workers in Iowa
and elsewhere by reviewing records,
helping them get medical testing and

care, and seeking compensation. I was
pleased this past January to host En-
ergy Secretary Richardson at a meet-
ing with former workers and commu-
nity members near the plant. The De-
partment specifically acknowledges
that the Iowa Army Ammunition Plant
assembled and disassembled nuclear
weapons from 1947–1975. And their work
has helped uncover potential health
concerns at the plant, such as explo-
sions around depleted uranium that
created clouds of radioactive dust, and
workers’ exposure to high explosives
that literally turned their skin yellow.

But at the Iowa nuclear weapons
plant the Defense Department was in-
separably intertwined with the AEC.
The AEC operations were located on
the site of an Army ammunition plant.
The workers at both sides of the plant
actually worked for the same con-
tractor, workers often switched be-
tween the plant parts, and workers on
both sides of the plant were even ex-
posed to many of the same hazardous
materials, including beryllium and de-
pleted uranium. Thus former workers
at the plant do not always clearly dis-
tinguish the Army from the AEC.

And while the Department of Energy
is investigating what happened and
seeking solutions, the Army is stuck,
still mired in a nonsensical policy. It is
the policy of the Department of De-
fense to ‘‘neither confirm nor deny’’
the presence of nuclear weapons at any
place at any time. They could not
admit that nuclear weapons were as-
sembled in Iowa without admitting
that there were nuclear weapons in
Iowa. So they write vaguely about
‘‘AEC activities,’’ but don’t say what
those activities were.

There have been no nuclear weapons
at the Iowa site since 1975, but it’s well
known that weapons were there before
that. The DOE says the weapons were
there. A promotional video of the
Army contractor at the site even says
the weapons were there. But the Army
can’t say it. This makes the Army look
ridiculous.

But worse, it sends the wrong signal
to the former workers. These workers
swore oaths never to reveal what they
did at the plant. And many of them are
still reluctant to talk. They are wor-
ried that their cancers or other health
problems were caused by their work at
the plant. But they feel that they can’t
even tell their doctors or site cleanup
crews about the materials they worked
with or the tasks they did. They don’t
want to violate the oaths of secrecy
they took. One worker at the Iowa
plant said recently, ‘‘There’s still stuff
buried out there that we don’t know
where it is. And we know people who do
know, but they will not say anything
yet because they are still afraid of re-
percussions.’’ Instead of helping those
workers speak out, the Army is forced
to share their silence.

And Mr. President, to make the posi-
tion even more indefensible for my
workers in Iowa, the Pentagon is not
even consistently applying the ‘‘nei-
ther confirm nor deny,’’ or ‘‘NCND,’’
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policy. A document recently released
by the Pentagon stated that the U.S.
had nuclear weapons in Alaska, Cuba,
Guam, Hawaii, the Johnston Islands,
Midway, Puerto Rico, the United King-
dom, and West Germany. After the doc-
ument was released, a Department
spokesman said on television that the
U.S. never had nuclear weapons in Ice-
land. Why can the Pentagon talk about
nuclear weapons in Iceland but not in
Iowa?

Mr. President, for the health of our
workers, it’s time for the Pentagon to
come clean. No one is more concerned
with keeping real nuclear secrets than
I am. But the Pentagon must not hide
behind inconsistent policies when
workers’ lives may be at risk.

This amendment is narrowly tar-
geted to require the Defense Depart-
ment and Energy Department to re-
view their classification and secrecy
policies and change them if they pre-
vent or discourage workers at nuclear
weapons facilities from discussing pos-
sible exposures with their health care
providers. The amendment specifically
recognizes that this must be done with-
in national security constraints. It also
directs the Departments to contact
people who may have been exposed to
radioactive or hazardous substances at
former nuclear weapons facilities, in-
cluding the Iowa plant. The Depart-
ment is to notify them of any expo-
sures and of how they can discuss the
exposures with their health care pro-
viders and other appropriate officials
without violating secrecy oaths or poli-
cies.

I hope all my colleagues will support
this common-sense change for govern-
ment consistency and worker health.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3816 AND 3817

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send
two amendments to the desk which
have been cleared by myself and the
ranking member. Therefore, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
consider these amendments en bloc,
they be agreed to, and the motions to
reconsider laid upon the table. Finally,
I ask that any statements relating to
any of the individual amendments be
printed at the appropriate place in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 3816 and 3817)
were agreed to, as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 3816

(Purpose: To streamline the requirements for
procurement notice when access to notice
is provided electronically through the sin-
gle Governmentwide point of access des-
ignated in the Federal Acquisition Regula-
tion)
On page 303, between lines 6 and 7, insert

the following:
SEC. 814. PROCUREMENT NOTICE THROUGH

ELECTRONIC ACCESS TO CON-
TRACTING OPPORTUNITIES.

(a) PUBLICATION BY ELECTRONIC ACCESSI-
BILITY.—Subsection (a) of section 18 of the
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41
U.S.C. 416) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘furnish
for publication by the Secretary of Com-
merce’’ and inserting ‘‘publish’’;

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(2)(A) A notice of solicitation required to
be published under paragraph (1) may be pub-
lished by means of—

‘‘(i) electronic accessibility that meets the
requirements of paragraph (7); or

‘‘(ii) publication in the Commerce Business
Daily.

‘‘(B) The Secretary of Commerce shall
promptly publish in the Commerce Business
Daily each notice or announcement received
under this subsection for publication by that
means.’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(7) A publication of a notice of solicita-
tion by means of electronic accessibility
meets the requirements of this paragraph for
electronic accessibility if the notice is elec-
tronically accessible in a form that allows
convenient and universal user access
through the single Government-wide point of
entry designated in the Federal Acquisition
Regulation.’’.

(b) WAITING PERIOD FOR ISSUANCE OF SOLIC-
ITATION.—Paragraph (3) of such subsection is
amended—

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A), by striking ‘‘furnish a notice to the Sec-
retary of Commerce’’ and inserting ‘‘publish
a notice of solicitation’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘by
the Secretary of Commerce’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS FOR SMALL
BUSINESS ACT.—Subsection (e) of section 8 of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘furnish
for publication by the Secretary of Com-
merce’’ and inserting ‘‘publish’’;

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(2)(A) A notice of solicitation required to
be published under paragraph (1) may be pub-
lished by means of—

‘‘(i) electronic accessibility that meets the
requirements of section 18(a)(7) of the Office
of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C.
416(a)(7)); or

‘‘(ii) publication in the Commerce Business
Daily.

‘‘(B) The Secretary of Commerce shall
promptly publish in the Commerce Business
Daily each notice or announcement received
under this subsection for publication by that
means.’’; and

(3) in paragraph (3)—
(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph

(A), by striking ‘‘furnish a notice to the Sec-
retary of Commerce’’ and inserting ‘‘publish
a notice of solicitation’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘by
the Secretary of Commerce’’.

(d) PERIODIC REPORTS ON IMPLEMENTATION
OF ELECTRONIC COMMERCE IN FEDERAL PRO-
CUREMENT.—Section 30(e) of the Office of
Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C.
426(e)) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘Not
later than March 1, 1998, and every year
afterward through 2003’’ and inserting ‘‘Not
later than March 1 of each even-numbered
year through 2004’’; and

(2) in paragraph (4)—
(A) by striking ‘‘Beginning with the report

submitted on March 1, 1999,’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘calendar year’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘two fiscal years’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE AND APPLICABILITY.—
This section and the amendments made by
this section shall take effect on October 1,
2000. The amendments made by subsections
(a), (b) and (c) shall apply with respect to so-
licitations issued on or after that date.

AMENDMENT NO. 3817

(Purpose: To authorize a land conveyance,
Mukilteo Tank Farm, Everett, Washington)

On page 543, strike line 20 and insert the
following:

Part III—Air Force Conveyances
SEC. 2861. LAND CONVEYANCE, MUKILTEO TANK

FARM, EVERETT, WASHINGTON.
(a) CONVEYANCE AUTHORIZED.—The Sec-

retary of the Air Force may convey, without
consideration, to the Port of Everett, Wash-
ington (in this section referred to as the
‘‘Port’’), all right, title, and interest of the
United States in and to a parcel of real prop-
erty, including any improvements thereon,
consisting of approximately 22 acres and
known as the Mukilteo Tank Farm for the
purposes of permitting the Port to use the
parcel for the development and operation of
a port facility and for other public purposes.

(b) PERSONAL PROPERTY.—The Secretary of
the Air Force may include as part of the con-
veyance authorized by subsection (a) any
personal property at the Mukilteo Tank
Farm that is excess to the needs of the Air
Force if the Secretary of Transportation de-
termines that such personal property is ap-
propriate for the development or operation
of the Mukilteo Tank Farm as a port facil-
ity.

(c) INTERIM LEASE.—(1) Until such time as
the real property described in subsection (a)
is conveyed by deed, the Secretary of the Air
Force may lease all or part of the real prop-
erty to the Port if the Secretary determines
that the real property is suitable for lease
and the lease of the property under this sub-
section will not interfere with any environ-
mental remediation activities or schedules
under applicable law or agreements.

(2) The determination under paragraph (1)
whether the lease of the real property will
interfere with environmental remediation
activities or schedules referred to in that
paragraph shall be based upon an environ-
mental baseline survey conducted in accord-
ance with applicable Air Force regulations
and policy.

(3) Except as provided by paragraph (4), as
consideration for the lease under this sub-
section, the Port shall pay the Secretary an
amount equal to the fair market of the lease,
as determined by the Secretary.

(4) The amount of consideration paid by
the Port for the lease under this subsection
may be an amount, as determined by the
Secretary, less than the fair market value of
the lease if the Secretary determines that—

(A) the public interest will be served by an
amount of consideration for the lease that is
less than the fair market value of the lease;
and

(B) payment of an amount equal to the fair
market value of the lease is unobtainable.

(d) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact
acreage and legal description of the property
to be conveyed under subsection (a) shall be
determined by a survey satisfactory to the
Secretary of the Air Force and the Port.

(e) ADDITIONAL TERMS.—The Secretary of
the Air Force, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Transportation, may require such
additional terms and conditions in connec-
tion with the conveyance under subsection
(a) as the Secretary of the Air Force con-
siders appropriate to protect the interests of
the United States.

Part IV—Defense Agencies Conveyances
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield

the floor.
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, for the

time allotted in debate in support of
the amendment, I would like to yield 10
minutes to the Senator from Min-
nesota, Senator WELLSTONE.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Thank you, Mr.

President. I am very proud to have
worked with Senator DURBIN to be a
cosponsor and have Senator KERRY
here on the floor as well.

I think this important amendment
requiring more realistic testing of the
national missile system is an ex-
tremely important step for us to take.
First of all, it requires more realistic
testing. Second, it calls for the recon-
vening of the Welch commission to
independently evaluate the testing pro-
gram. Third, it requires a report to the
Congress on the adequacy of the pro-
gram.

This is the fourth time since the late
fifties that we have talked about a mis-
sile defense program. Each time there
is a tremendous amount of enthusiasm.
Then scientists and independent ob-
servers do a careful analysis. After
that, the enthusiasm wanes. I do not
believe this time will be any different.

I am sure every Senator read on Sun-
day morning that this past Saturday’s
test was an utter failure. What you
may not know is that an earlier test
was unsuccessful as well. But regard-
less of the actual successes and failures
of the tests, the fact is, the current
testing program does not test the feasi-
bility of the system in the real world.
Current testing determines whether or
not the system works against coopera-
tive targets on a test range. This meth-
odology is insufficient to determine
the technological feasibility of the sys-
tem against likely threats. At present,
even if the tests had been hailed as
total successes, they would have
proved nothing more than the system
is unproven against real threats. At
present, we know that this system
might work if the other side is not
making it hard to detect its weapons.
This hardly seems a reason to move
forward to deployment.

Some might argue that this amend-
ment demands too much. Some might
argue that today’s testing program is a
first step in a long process towards full
deployment. But demanding an ade-
quate testing program, which is what
this amendment calls for, certainly
does not put the bar too far. It sets it
where any reasonable person or sci-
entist would put it. We must stick to
development and work within the con-
fines of a realistic test before even con-
sidering moving to deployment.

The aim of the national missile de-
fense is to defend the United States
from limited attacks by interconti-
nental-range ballistic missiles armed
with nuclear, chemical, or biological
weapons. However, biological or chem-
ical weapons can be divided into many
small warheads called submunitions.
These submunitions could overwhelm
the planned defense, and more impor-
tantly, because some munitions allow
for more effective dispersal of biologi-
cal and chemical agents, an attacker
would have a strong incentive to use
them even in the absence of missile de-

fenses. When it comes to biological
warfare and these biological and chem-
ical agents, the greater likelihood is
that they will be carried by suitcase
into this country. I pray that doesn’t
happen.

Current testing does not take coun-
termeasures into account. An attack
could overwhelm the system by using
something as simple as ballooned de-
coys, for example, by deploying nuclear
weapons inside balloons and releasing
numerous empty balloons along with
them. Or an attacker could cover its
nuclear warheads with cooled shrouds
which would prevent the interceptor
from detecting it. We are talking about
testing which takes into account these
countermeasures. That is what we
would have to deal with.

Current testing does not take these
countermeasures into account. The
Pentagon assessment will consider
only whether the first phase of the sys-
tem would be effective against a threat
with no credible countermeasures. It
will not consider whether the full sys-
tem would be effective against a threat
with realistic countermeasures. Any
decision on whether or not the United
States should deploy a national missile
defense should take into account how
effective that system is likely to be in
the real world, not just whether or not
it works against cooperative targets on
a test range.

Unfortunately, the technological fea-
sibility of the proposed national de-
fense system, which will be determined
in the Pentagon’s upcoming deploy-
ment readiness review, will be assessed
precisely on the basis of such test re-
sults. Even worse, it will be based upon
only a few tests.

The administration requested that
the Pentagon provide an estimate of
whether a national missile defense can
be deployed in 5 year’s time. General
Kadish, the head of the Pentagon’s bal-
listic missile defense program, has de-
scribed the 2005 timetable as ‘‘high
risk.’’ He has made it clear that the
timetable is much faster than military
planners would like. The recommenda-
tion of the Pentagon’s own Office of
the Operational and Test Evaluation
Program stated clearly that the de-
ployment readiness review ‘‘is a
strongly ‘schedule driven’ approach’’
rather than one based upon results.

Is it too much to ask that we be cer-
tain that this system works before we
move ahead with deployment?

That is what this amendment is
about.

If the proposed national missile de-
fense system is to have any possibility
of enhancing U.S. security, it must
work, and it must work well. At
present, the evidence isn’t there to
prove that it does, and the tests under-
way to establish that proof are sim-
plified and unrealistic. We must de-
mand that any deployment decision on
national missile defense be postponed
until the system has been tested suc-
cessfully against real-world realistic
threats.

Last year, I voted against a resolu-
tion urging the administration to
make a decision to deploy a national
missile defense system. I believed then,
as I do now, that a decision to deploy
before a decision is made there needs
to be a careful evaluation of the effec-
tiveness of the system.

I also believe that we need to look at
this in the context of overall U.S. secu-
rity needs. The goal should be to in-
crease U.S. security—not to undermine
it. Deploying a system now, I fear, does
the opposite. It threatens to disrupt
the current arms control regimen and
undermine the credibility of our com-
mitment to nonproliferation.

Deployment of a national missile de-
fense system would be a violation of
the ABM Treaty. Are we prepared to
discard this arms control regimen? I
worry—and I think every Senator,
Democrat and Republican alike, wor-
ries—about proliferation of these weap-
ons of mass destruction. If this regi-
men of arms control breaks down with
Russia—and, perhaps even more impor-
tantly, breaks down with China, then
there is India, then there is Pakistan,
then there is South Korea, then there
is Japan—I fear the direction in which
we are moving.

Colleagues, for 40 years the United
States of America has led international
efforts to reduce and contain the dan-
ger from nuclear weapons. We must not
now renounce the responsibilities of
that leadership with a hasty and short-
sighted decision that will have lasting
consequences. We must answer a num-
ber of questions before we proceed:

Does it make sense to unilaterally
deploy a system now if the result
might be to put the American people at
even greater risk?

Should we take the time to work
with allies and others to find a mutu-
ally acceptable nonthreatening way of
proceeding?

Have the threats to which we are re-
sponding been exaggerated and more
driven by politics than accurate threat
assessments and hard science?

Is the technology there to deploy a
system that would actually work in
the real world?

This amendment speaks directly to
that last question.

I urge my colleagues to demand to
know more about the complexities of a
national missile defense system prior
to deploying that system. I don’t think
that is an unreasonable request.

The failure of Saturday’s test is only
a fraction of the real story. Even a suc-
cessful test would prove nothing given
the current testing conditions.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment requiring a more realistic
testing of the national missile defense
system, reconvening the Welch panel
to independently evaluate a testing
program, and requiring a report to the
Congress on the adequacy of the pro-
gram.

We should not commit ourselves
blindly to a program that can cost bil-
lions of dollars and could very well de-
crease our overall security rather than
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to enhance it. Our future and our chil-
dren’s children’s future could depend
on the decision we make on this
amendment. Let’s do the right thing. I
hope we can have a strong vote on this
amendment.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
my colleague a question and the time
allocated to the Senator from Virginia
be charged for the portion of the col-
loquy I use.

The Senator makes a fairly strong
statement indirectly at our former col-
league, Senator Cohen, now Secretary
of Defense, that he would proceed
blindly on this program which is so
vital to the security of the United
States, assuming, as you say, under the
full criteria that the President ad-
dressed goes forward—that he would go
blindly. Is that a purposeful choice of
words directed at this distinguished
former colleague who, in my judgment,
having been on the Armed Services
Committee 22 years and having served
18 or 19 of those years with him, I can-
not imagine undertaking the responsi-
bility to oversee a program of this im-
portance and proceeding, as the Sen-
ator said, ‘‘blindly.’’

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
say to my colleague I can’t imagine the
Secretary of Defense doing that, either.
My plea was to Senators. I said we
must not proceed blindly and I urge all
Members to understand the complexity
of this testing and to at least call for a
thorough evaluation to make sure that
this system will really work. My com-
ments were not directed to Secretary
Cohen.

I also say to my colleague, I don’t be-
lieve the Secretary of Defense has
made a final recommendation to the
President.

Mr. WARNER. I certainly agree.
Mr. WELLSTONE. In light of the

failure of this past week, I don’t know
what the Secretary’s decision will be.

I think all Members are just making
the reasonable request that before we
go forward with deployment, let’s have
the kind of operational testing that
will prove that this system will work
in the real world against credible
threats, and let’s have an independent
evaluation by the Welch commission
and have at least a report to the Con-
gress.

That is what I am referring to, I say
to my colleague from Virginia. I am
glad he asked the question. In no way
would I direct these comments toward
the Secretary of Defense.

Mr. WARNER. I have to say with all
due respect to our three colleagues, op-
ponents on this amendment, indirectly
this amendment is suggesting that the
Department is not proceeding in a pru-
dent way towards their responsibilities
on this program. I have to state that.

I do not find any specific fault with
some of the requests made but momen-
tarily when I take the floor in my own
right, I will have documentation to
show that the Welch panel is doing the
very things for which the Senator
asked. I will point to the fact that the

Secretary of Defense has said in pre-
vious testimony what he is doing on
this program. In fact, I say to the Pre-
siding Officer, being a member of the
Armed Services Committee and indeed
the chairman of the strategic sub-
committee, I asked the Secretary of
Defense to come up at his earliest op-
portunity and report to the Committee
on Armed Services. He has agreed to do
so shortly after his return from his trip
currently in Asia. I thought he ad-
dressed the test program, which did, re-
grettably, end in a failure, I thought in
a very courageous and forthright way
he addressed that failure to the Amer-
ican public and, indeed, the world.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I probably need
not respond. I appreciate my col-
league’s comments.

One final comment in response to his
comments. One of the things I have
liked best about preparing for this
amendment for me as a Senator has
been the way I imagined Senate work
to be. I tried to immerse myself on this
issue and get the best security brief-
ings from the Pentagon, get other
briefings from other people in the Pen-
tagon, and talked to a whole range of
experts. The Welch Commission report
is a very interesting report.

This amendment certainly says we
need to make absolutely sure that we
are involved in the kind of testing that
will show this system will work before
we move forward. That is true. That is
certainly the premise of this amend-
ment. I think this is a reasonable
premise. Senators ought to raise these
kinds of questions. That is why we are
here. That is why I think this amend-
ment is important.

Mr. WARNER. The Welch panel was
before the Armed Services Committee
just last week and testified.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. WARNER. Yes.
Mr. KERRY. It is my understanding,

and I ask the Senator from Virginia,
that the testing that has been laid out
in the protocols that I have seen con-
templates testing almost exclusively
from off the coast of California and
Kwajalein Island, which by their own
admission, the military has said are
less than ideal in representing the mul-
tiple different sources from which a le-
gitimate attack could come.

There is nothing in any protocol that
I have seen to date suggesting that the
testing that will take place meets the
kind of testing that the Senator from
Illinois is looking for.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will
look into that. I recognize the military
had indicated that this perhaps doesn’t
give them the diversity of tests they
desire.

Certainly, I am interested in the
comment that this Nation is faced with
a multiple of sources, and that con-
firms my concern about the overall
threat posed to this Nation by the
rogue or accidental firing of a missile.
That is why we need this national mis-
sile defense program.

Mr. KERRY. If the Senator will yield
further for a question, when we talk

about multiple sources, it is possible
for a so-called rogue state—and the
term itself is one that is perhaps ques-
tionable today, but the so-called rogue
state could take a rusty tanker, fit it
out with the capacity to shoot, drive it
out of a harbor to almost any location
in an ocean in the world, and decide to
shoot from there. Is that accurate?

Mr. WARNER. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. KERRY. If we are strictly testing
between one location, one direction,
and our radar system is specifically po-
sitioned to anticipate an attack from a
certain location, if that were to be the
case, we would face a completely dif-
ferent situation, would we not?

Mr. WARNER. The Senator is cor-
rect. There is a diversity of scenarios
we have to protect this Nation against.
This test program was designed in
large measure to prioritize those
sources from whence an attack might
emanate.

Mr. KERRY. Finally, I ask the Sen-
ator, the entire program is currently
driven by a date essentially arrived at
by the national intelligence estimate,
that suggested that 2005 is the first
date there might be a possibility of a
missile being fired; is that correct?

Mr. WARNER. That is correct, as a
result of the national intelligence esti-
mate.

Mr. LEVIN. If the Senator will yield.
Mr. KERRY. We are on the time of

the Senator from Virginia or I
wouldn’t be doing this.

Mr. WARNER. Let’s make it clear. I
think in my request I said the time
that I consumed would be chargeable
to my side.

Mr. KERRY. I thought it was the en-
tire colloquy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). That was the exchange with the
Senator from Minnesota. The Senator
has been yielding for questions on his
time.

Mr. WARNER. Let’s make it clear for
purposes of future colloquies. The time
consumed by Mr. LEVIN and myself will
be charged to our side, and the time for
response will be charged to the other
side.

Mr. KERRY. With that under-
standing, I am afraid I have to refrain
from this colloquy.

Mr. LEVIN. I say to my good friend
from Massachusetts, I happen to agree
with his thoughts on this subject. We
are very close in terms of our views.
However, there is a complete misunder-
standing about the year 2005. That is
not the year when the intelligence esti-
mates say North Korea will be able to
pose a threat to us.

Mr. KERRY. Correct; they can do it
today.

Mr. LEVIN. They can do it today.
But 2005 is the year which the Sec-
retary of Defense thought at the time
he was making an assessment some
time ago would be the earliest time
that we would be able to field the na-
tional missile defense.

So everybody—in the media, on this
floor and just about everywhere—has
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now taken the common wisdom that
the 2005 date is when the national in-
telligence estimate says the threat will
arrive.

That is not what the national intel-
ligence estimate is. The threat is any
time when a three-stage Taepo Dong II
could deliver a several-hundred-kilo-
gram payload anywhere in the United
States. And that day is when they next
test it.

With the general point my good
friend from Massachusetts is making, I
happen to agree with what he is saying.
I certainly support the good Senator
from Illinois on his amendment, but I
think we ought to try to change the
wisdom which has evolved around that
date or the assumption or the press
coverage of that date.

Everybody uses that date for the
wrong reason. Whether it is possible to
reverse it, correct it, I don’t know. But
I think it would help the debate a great
deal if we were able to look at that
date for what it is, which is the first
date that the Secretary of Defense
thought, at the time he made the as-
sessment some months ago, that a na-
tional missile defense could possibly be
deployed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. I ask for a clarification
now of the time that has been allocated
to each side and how much is remain-
ing. I have requests from several of my
colleagues, and I want to give them all
a chance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia has 51 minutes, 41
seconds. The Senator from Illinois has
44 minutes, 43 seconds.

Mr. DURBIN. I yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from Massachusetts, Mr.
KERRY.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Illinois
for his leadership, and I thank also the
Senator from Minnesota for his com-
mon sense, leadership, and eloquence
on it.

This is really a matter of—I guess
the best word to summarize it—com-
mon sense. My prayer is that we in the
Senate are not going to become pris-
oners of politics on an issue that is as
critical to the national security inter-
ests of our country—indeed, of the
world. This is the most important arms
decision we will make in years. I am
not going to get into the comparisons
of when the last one was, but certainly
in the last 10 or 15 years. I think what
the Senator from Illinois is asking for
ought to fit into the political philos-
ophy of every single member of the Re-
publican Party. I would have hoped the
Senator, the distinguished chairman of
the Armed Services Committee, would
say we should accept this amendment.
How is it that we could be talking
about deploying a weapons system?

Mr. WARNER. What did the Senator
say?

Mr. KERRY. I said to the distin-
guished chairman of the committee, I
don’t understand why he would not

want to accept this, because, as a mat-
ter of common sense, every Member of
the Senate ought to be interested in
knowing that if we are going to spend
$10 billion, $20 billion, $40 billion, $60
billion, $100 billion to create a weapons
system, a defensive or offensive sys-
tem, we ought to know that it works.
We ought to know it can accomplish its
goal.

Some of the best scientists in the
United States of America are not poli-
ticians. They do not come at this as
Republicans and Democrats, conserv-
atives and liberals. They are scientists.
They win Nobel Prizes for their
science. They go to MIT, Stanford, New
York University, all over this country.

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator yield
for a moment?

Mr. KERRY. We have a limited time.
Mr. WARNER. You asked me a ques-

tion.
Mr. KERRY. If we can do it on the

Senator’s time?
Mr. WARNER. Of course. You asked

if I would accept it, as chairman of the
committee, one of the managers. The
answer is yes. I think our distinguished
colleague from Illinois knows that. We
have said to him three times: We ac-
cept the amendment. Am I not correct?
Let the RECORD indicate he is nodding
assent to the question. The Senator
from Michigan has urged him we would
accept it.

So rally on, dear colleague. We will
listen to you. I don’t mean to deflate
your argument as to why we would not
do it, because we have offered to do it.

Mr. KERRY. This is the most wel-
come acceptance of the power of my ar-
gument I have ever had on the floor of
the Senate. I thank the distinguished
chairman. But I am confident what the
Senator from Illinois wanted to do—
and I share this belief—was to have the
Senate talk about this. I think we
ought to talk about this. So I do not
think taking 1 hour to discuss some-
thing which hopefully will pass over-
whelmingly, or that we then accept, is
inappropriate. I think we need to think
about this.

Mr. WARNER. No one is suggesting
that.

Mr. KERRY. We face a situation
where we are talking about putting to-
gether a system that the best sci-
entists in the world tell us could lit-
erally be rendered absolutely inoper-
ative, if it is simply deployed; all you
have to do is put the system out there,
and you have the ability to create de-
coys with fairly unsophisticated tech-
nology. In fact, General Welch himself
has said in his report, and he said it be-
fore the Armed Services Committee
the other day, that they anticipate the
C–1 deployment, which is the deploy-
ment currently contemplated, with
countermeasures by year 2005, is a de-
ployment in which they anticipate cur-
rent technology, current state-of-the-
art technology, has the ability to de-
ploy countermeasures.

They say you could have bomblets.
After the stage separates in outer

space and it is in that midstage, you
could have bomblets, up to 100 of them,
released from 1 single warhead. Strict-
ly speaking, that is not a counter-
measure because it is not directed at
the entire system. But it is a counter-
measure in that it voids the effective-
ness of the system or the capacity of
the system to work effectively.

I ask my colleagues to look around
the wall of this Chamber. I counted
earlier, in the great amount of time we
had to wait for this debate, 88 lights up
there on the outer section. That is
fewer than 100 of these bomblets. I ask
you to just look at those. We are sup-
posed to talk about a system that
would be effective enough to destroy
bombs coming at us from outer space,
at a spacing far greater than any of
those lights, at tens of hundreds of
miles an hour, with the capacity to dis-
tinguish and break through every sin-
gle one of them to prevent a chemical
weapon or biological weapon, that
could be completely lethal to the en-
tire city of New York, Los Angeles, to
a whole State, from hitting this coun-
try.

Does anybody here really believe we
are going to be able to go down that
kind of sophisticated, discriminative
capacity? Some say maybe we might
get there in 10 years, 20 years, 30 years;
that we might have that ability if ev-
erything worked correctly. Maybe we
can develop that kind of system ulti-
mately. But at what cost? Then the
question is, What is the next tier of
countermeasure that defeats whatever
it is we did to defeat their counter-
measure?

People sit here and say: Don’t worry
about that, Senator; we are just going
to have a technological superiority.

All you have to do is go back to the
cold war, 50 years of point-counter-
point; step-counterstep. We do the
atom bomb; they do the atom bomb.
We do the hydrogen bomb; they do the
hydrogen bomb. We put them on long-
range aircraft; they put them on long-
range aircraft. We MIRV; they MIRV.
They do Sputnik; we do Sputnik.

Out of all of the measures through
the entire cold war, the United States
of America was the first to do them al-
most every single time. I think the
record is all but once and maybe twice.
Every single time we did it, it may
have taken them 5 years, it may have
taken them 7 years, but they did it.
And finally we decided that we were
safer by passing the ABM Treaty and
beginning to move in the opposite di-
rection, first with SALT and then with
START.

Now all we are asking in this amend-
ment is let’s be certain, before we
spend these billions of dollars. I happen
to support this. I want to be very clear
about this. I support the notion of de-
veloping a limited, capable, mutually
deployed system for national defense
that could, indeed, strike down a po-
tential rogue missile or accidental fir-
ing. No leader of the United States
could responsibly suggest we are going
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to write off an entire city or State, or
half our country. Of course we have an
obligation to go down that road, but we
have an equal obligation to do it in a
way that does not wind up upsetting
the entire balance of the arms race, or
our current process of diminishing
arms, that does not tell all our allies
the United States is going to break
out, at some point, of their regime at
our own will; that we have not estab-
lished a sufficient level of scrutiny, of
transparency, of mutuality, that brings
people along with us so they under-
stand where we are going.

I say to my friend, I am all for con-
tinuing as rapidly as we can the tech-
nological development, the research,
the capacity to do this, but don’t we
want to do it in a way that guarantees
we have a system that can do what it
sets out to do without inviting a set of
unintended consequences that actually
wind up making the world not as safe
as we were when we began the process?
That is all we are asking.

I can envision a world where the Rus-
sians and the Chinese and others decide
we are all safer if we have a capacity to
prevent a terrorist from firing some
kind of missile from anywhere, but we
are only safer if other countries move
along with us and perceive that they
are sharing in that safety and that,
somehow, it is not a new measure di-
rected by the United States against
their current level of perceived secu-
rity or threat level.

All of this is an ongoing process of
perceptions: How they perceive us; how
we perceive them. It is important to be
sensitive to those perceptions.

I believe what the amendment of the
Senator from Illinois will do will actu-
ally build on General Welch’s rec-
ommendations. It will explicitly set
out what the BMDO should do. It will
require ground and flight testing that
will make the system safer and better.
It will ultimately guarantee us that we
will get the kind of system we want.

General Welch says he intends for the
independent review team to address
these countermeasure issues. It seems
to me what the Senator from Illinois is
doing is guaranteeing that the Con-
gress is going on record, just as we did
in saying we think we ought to pursue
this, just as we did in suggesting that
there are certain threshold levels that
we ought to respond to with respect to
our intelligence.

My final comment is, picking up
where the Senator from Michigan
closed, the 2005 deadline is exactly
what the Senator from Michigan de-
fined it as. It is, in effect, an out-of-
the-sky, artificially arrived at dead-
line. Yet it has been driving this debate
and driving the Congress’ actions. We
have time to pursue this thoughtfully
and efficiently. That is what this
amendment sets out to do. I congratu-
late the Senator from Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. The Senator
from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
may address my colleague on my time

and his reply can be charged to his
time, I wish to associate myself with
the response of my distinguished col-
league from Michigan with regard to
2005. He is absolutely correct. The
threat exists today. The warhead con-
tent is a different subject for a dif-
ferent time, but it is a part of this
equation in calculation of time.

I am pleased the Senator from Massa-
chusetts said on the floor tonight that
he supports going forward with the
concept of what we call the Cochran
bill which was signed by the President
of the United States. That is my under-
standing of what he said. He did vote
for it. But he said collectively, we, and
he opened his arms. The record also
shows that the other two colleagues on
this amendment did not vote for the
Cochran bill and were two of the three
who voted against it. The ‘‘we’’ I think
we want to make a little clearer.

Here is my problem with this amend-
ment, and I find myself in somewhat of
an awkward position. I am defending
Bill Cohen, my good friend, the Sec-
retary of Defense of the administration
with which my colleagues pride them-
selves with a long-time association.
Fine.

Here is what it says on page 4 of the
amendment:

Independent Review Panel.— (1) The Sec-
retary of Defense shall reconvene the Panel
on Reducing Risk in Ballistic Missile De-
fense Flight Test Program.

There it is, ‘‘shall reconvene.’’
Here is the panel to which he was

speaking which reported to the Nation
on June 13 of this year, and on page 3,
General Welch and his colleagues said
the following:

The IRT believes that design discrimina-
tion capabilities are adequate to meet the
defined C–1 threat. However, more advanced
decoy suites are likely to escalate the dis-
crimination challenge. The mid-course phase
BMD concept used in the current NMD pro-
gram has important architectural advan-
tages. At the same time, that concept re-
quires critical attention to potential coun-
termeasure challenges.

Precisely what my colleague from
Massachusetts is saying. Let me finish:

There is extensive potential in the system
design to grow discrimination capabilities.
The program to more fully understand needs
and to exploit and expand this growth poten-
tial to meet future threats needs to be well
defined, clearly assigned, and funded now.

The concluding sentence:
A panel of the IRT is continuing work in

this area.

When you direct the Secretary of De-
fense to do something the panel is al-
ready doing, I say to my good friends
and colleagues, what is this about?
That is why we will not accept the
amendment. It has some constructive
parts to it, but you are directing the
Secretary of Defense to do something
he is already doing. That is my con-
cern.

Mr. KERRY. If I can answer the dis-
tinguished Senator, and I know the
Senator from Illinois will talk about it
more, the truth is, if you read the Sen-
ator’s amendment in full, the Senator

is very precise about those kinds of
tests that he thinks the Congress ought
to guarantee take place.

The Secretary of Defense is a friend
of mine, too. I went to meet with him
3 weeks ago on this very subject to
spend some time talking it through
with him, but I find nothing inappro-
priate, nor do I think he would as a
former Member of this Chamber, in
this Chamber expressing its will in re-
quiring a certain set of tests with re-
spect to a system.

This is not the first time we will
have required the Secretary of Defense
to do something. In point of fact, when
we pass the DOD authorization bill, we
have literally hundreds of directives
for the Secretary of Defense with re-
spect to housing, treatment of deploy-
ments, recruitments—there are count-
less numbers of ways we direct him to
do things. It is entirely appropriate we
direct him——

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I agree,
but the amendment says clearly you
shall do something he is already doing.

Mr. KERRY. I say to my friend from
Virginia, I read that report very care-
fully. There is nothing in it that guar-
antees to me—there is terminology
about further investigation, further
evaluation, but that could be on paper;
that could be a computer model; that
could be in any number of ways that
they decide satisfy a fairly strong com-
pulsion, shall we say, within the insti-
tution to build.

What we want to guarantee is that
compulsion is appropriately measured
against a clear empirical standard that
we are establishing. I find absolutely
nothing inconsistent in that.

Moreover, with respect to the date
that is compelling us—I know the
chairman of the committee will agree
with me on this —the fact is that sig-
nificant changes have been made in the
intelligence estimating process which
has also made many people nervous
about how people want to push this
process a little bit.

The Senator from Michigan talked
about the possibility of a missile being
fired by North Korea. Until, I think, a
year ago or 2 years ago—I will finish
very quickly. I am not going to go on
long. I want to make this point because
it is important.

We used to measure in an intel-
ligence estimate more than mere possi-
bility. We measure intention, and it
was only in response to the 1995 Rums-
feld process that suddenly we changed
the way we evaluate this. We now no
longer contemplate intention; we
merely look at possibility. I say to my
friend, it may be a possibility that
North Korea has one missile that they
could fire, but they would have to be
beyond insane to do it because they
would not last on the face of this plan-
et more than 30 minutes because of our
response.

So do they have an intention to do it,
particularly when you measure it
against the Perry mission, when you
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measure it against Kim Dae-jung’s re-
cent visit and the entire rapproche-
ment that is currently taking place?
Are we to believe this is a legitimate
threat we should be responding to with
such speed that will not guarantee the
kind of testing the Senator from Illi-
nois is asking for?

That is our point. I think this is one
where there are suspicions sufficient to
raise questions about the guarantees
that the testing will be there that we
need.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague.

It is important we do have colloquies
on this issue. You have hit on a very
important point, and that is ‘‘conten-
tious.’’ Throughout our long history,
through the cold war with the former
Soviet Union—indeed, today with Rus-
sia—there was always the underlying
predicate that the Soviet Union—and
now Russia—would handle decision-
making as it relates to strategic inter-
continental ballistic missiles in a re-
sponsible way.

Up until recently, we knew very lit-
tle about North Korea, we knew very
little about the intentions of the de-
ceased leader, and now the new leader.
Some ground has been broken. I happen
to be on the cautious side.

So let us watch, not just for a month,
not just for 2 months, but for over a pe-
riod of time. It may well be that we
can get a different perspective and un-
derstanding about the new leadership.
But as yet, we cannot, and we have to
rely on much in the past.

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Senator
from Illinois for his indulgence because
he has allowed us to go ahead longer
than he gave me. I thank him.

Mr. WARNER. Yes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois.
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, what is

the status of the time allocation for
both sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois has 32 minutes 42 sec-
onds; and the Senator from Virginia
has 42 minutes 48 seconds.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I yield myself no more

than 3 minutes to make one point.
Let me say, first to the chairman of

the committee, who has been kind
enough to stay here this evening for
this important debate, that I think the
level of exchange and dialog here this
evening is an indication of the knowl-
edge on the subject of the Members
who have stayed and the level of their
interest. I hope it adds to the national
debate.

I also say to the chairman of the
committee, I believe all of us in this
Chamber share mutual respect for our
current Secretary of Defense. I think
he is doing an excellent job. Nothing
that any of us have said or will say
should bring into question our admira-
tion and respect for his ability and his
service to our country.

I also tell my colleagues, I had the
good fortune, in preparing for the de-

bate, to go through a classified briefing
and also to meet with Director Philip
Coyle, who is in charge of Operational
Test and Evaluation at the Department
of Defense under the leadership of Sec-
retary Cohen.

I asked him to put in common terms,
that I can take back to a town meeting
in Illinois, what we are talking about
when we use the words ‘‘techno-
logically feasible.’’

He said: Well, consider it this way. Is
it technologically feasible to hit a hole
in one in golf? Yes. Is it techno-
logically feasible to hit a hole in one if
the hole you are shooting at is moving?
Yes, but it is getting a little more dif-
ficult. Is it technologically feasible to
hit a hole in one if the hole you are
shooting at is moving, as is the flag in
that hole, and five or six other flags
are moving as well, and you are not
sure which one is actually the hole you
are shooting at? Yes, I suppose that is
technologically feasible, but now it is
getting to be very difficult.

But it raises the very question of this
debate about countermeasures.

I would like to quote and make part
of this RECORD a letter that was sent to
me on July 11 by Philip Coyle, director
of the Office of Operational Test and
Evaluation, in which he said:

This letter is to support your effort to re-
inforce the need for realistic testing of the
National Missile Defense (NMD) system. It is
still very early in the developmental testing
of NMD. As we move forward, test realism
will need to grow with system capability,
and it will become more and more important
to achieve realistic operational conditions in
NMD system tests. This will include realistic
countermeasures and engagement condi-
tions.

The very nature of missile defense means
that it will not be possible to demonstrate
all possible engagements in open air flight
intercept tests. Accordingly, it will be nec-
essary to develop realistic ground test sim-
ulations including realistic hardware-in-the-
loop and scene generation facilities. I espe-
cially appreciate your commitment to both
ground based and open air flight tests.

If I can provide additional information,
please don’t hesitate to call me.

I say to the chairman of the com-
mittee, it is true that we are giving a
directive to the Department of Defense
and it is also true that the gentleman
in charge of the testing under this pro-
gram has said to us he believes it is an
honest effort to make certain the sys-
tem works.

Mr. WARNER. Could the distin-
guished Senator provide us with a copy
of that letter?

Mr. DURBIN. I would be happy to.
Mr. WARNER. Perhaps it would be

important to put it in the RECORD.
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the letter be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,

Washington, DC, July 11, 2000.
Hon. RICHARD J. DURBIN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR DURBIN: This letter is to
support your effort to reinforce the need for

realistic testing of the National Missile De-
fense (NMD) system. It is still very early in
the developmental testing of NMD. As we
move forward, test realism will need to grow
with system capability, and it will become
more and more important to achieve real-
istic operational conditions in NMD system
tests. This will include realistic counter-
measures and engagement conditions.

The very nature of missile defense means
that it will not be possible to demonstrate
all possible engagements in open air flight
intercept tests. Accordingly, it will be nec-
essary to develop realistic ground test sim-
ulations, including realistic hardware-in-the-
loop and scene generation facilities. I espe-
cially appreciate your commitment to both
ground based and open air flight tests.

If I can provide additional information,
please don’t hesitate to call me.

Sincerely,
PHILIP E. COYLE,

Director.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I yield 6
minutes to the Democratic leader on
our Armed Services Committee, Sen-
ator LEVIN of Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first, I
commend the Senator from Illinois for
this amendment. It is a very important
amendment. It really shows congres-
sional interest in an area which is
going to require a great deal of atten-
tion. That is the statement of General
Welch himself, which my good friend
from Virginia just read.

I want to reread one of the lines in
the Welch report, which is that: ‘‘more
advanced decoy suites are likely to es-
calate the discrimination challenge.
The mid-course phase BMD concept
used in the current national missile de-
fense program has important architec-
tural advantages. At the same time,
that concept requires critical attention
to potential countermeasure chal-
lenges.’’

The countermeasures issue requires
critical attention.

What the Senator from Illinois is
saying is that the Congress should pay
some attention to this, not just the ex-
ecutive branch. I have no doubt, and
my good friend from Virginia has no
doubt, Secretary Cohen will pay atten-
tion to this. We do not know if the next
Secretary of Defense will be as inter-
ested in this issue—we hope he will
be—as this Secretary.

But the fact that the executive
branch is doing something has never
prevented the Congress from putting
something into law. We have had Presi-
dents who have had Executive orders
that we agree with, that we repeat in
law. Why would we hesitate to simply
express our own view, show congres-
sional interest, and reinforce some-
thing which hopefully the Defense De-
partment will continue to do? So it is
not unusual for us to direct something.
I think we ought to adopt this amend-
ment overwhelmingly.

This is a very complicated system.
The Senator from Virginia pointed out
that a few of our colleagues voted
against the Cochran bill. Almost all of
us voted in favor of it. One part of the
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Cochran bill said it should be our na-
tional policy—it is our national pol-
icy—to deploy a system when ‘‘techno-
logically feasible’’ or words to that ef-
fect.

But there is another provision in the
Cochran bill which was added by
amendment, by the Senator from Lou-
isiana, Ms. LANDRIEU, which I cospon-
sored, which said that it is also the pol-
icy of the United States to seek to con-
tinue to reduce, by negotiations, the
number of nuclear weapons in this
world. That is also the policy of the
United States.

We have two policies—a policy to de-
ploy a limited missile defense and a
policy to reduce the number of nuclear
weapons. What happens when those two
policies clash is unresolved in the
Cochran bill.

We must continue on both those
courses. If there is a conflict between
deploying a limited defense, after it is
technologically proven—assuming it
is—and reducing the number of nuclear
weapons through continuing negotia-
tions, if there is a conflict—as there
apparently is at the moment, since
Russia says she will not reduce further
nuclear weapons if we are going to uni-
laterally deploy a national missile de-
fense—if and when there is such a con-
flict, that conflict will have to be re-
solved under the circumstances at that
time.

So I think the Senator from Massa-
chusetts was very proper in using the
term ‘‘we’’ because many of us sup-
ported the Missile Defense Act because
of the presence of a number of policies,
both to deploy a system when techno-
logically feasible, subject to appropria-
tion, as well as to reduce, through ne-
gotiations, the number of nuclear
weapons in this world.

This amendment is a commonsense,
fly-before-you-buy amendment. It is
consistent with the Senate’s tradi-
tions. And it is something we have al-
most always required.

The few times we have deviated from
the fly-before-you-buy approach, we
have paid heavily for it, at least in a
number of those instances. We should
test against countermeasures. We are
testing against countermeasures. This
amendment simply says that it wants
the Welch panel to be reauthorized, to
continue in existence, to report to the
Congress on defenses against counter-
measures.

Finally, I will reread the one line
which I think is so important from the
Welch panel: The national missile de-
fense program requires critical atten-
tion to potential countermeasures
challenges.

That says it all to me. The current
system does not address future coun-
termeasure threats. It only addresses
the so-called C–1 threat, as the Senator
from Massachusetts pointed out. There
are going to be in the future much
more sophisticated countermeasures
which this system has to be able to ad-
dress or else it won’t make sense to de-
ploy. That is what we would be going

on record as saying we believe is im-
portant. We would be doing what the
Welch panel says is important: paying
critical attention to potential counter-
measures challenges, saying that the
Congress cares about this issue, that it
makes sense to us that as part of any
decision of operational effectiveness,
that there be testing against reason-
ably likely countermeasures that could
be faced by a national missile defense.

I am glad my good friend from Vir-
ginia believes this is kind of a com-
monsense amendment, that it rein-
forces what the Secretary is already
doing. I think it is very appropriate for
Congress to do exactly that, to show
our support when we do support some-
thing that is done by the executive
branch and to state our opinion on the
subject, and to put it in law so the next
Secretary of Defense realizes it is in
law and that there is congressional in-
terest in the subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 6 minutes have expired.

The Senator from Virginia.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have

no better friend than my distinguished
colleague from Michigan. What trou-
bles me is he used the term ‘‘reauthor-
ize.’’ Congress never authorized the
Welch panel. It was convened by the
Secretary of Defense.

Mr. LEVIN. I said the Secretary, not
Congress.

Mr. WARNER. My friend used the
term this amendment ‘‘reauthorizes.’’ I
say to my good friend, Congress had
nothing to do with it. This is a panel of
the Secretary of Defense. The amend-
ment language says ‘‘to reconvene.’’ It
is not necessary to reconvene some-
thing which is ongoing. I want accu-
racy in this debate.

Mr. LEVIN. If my friend will yield, if
I said Congress reauthorized instead of
urging the Secretary to reconvene and
to keep reconvened, I stand corrected
and am happy to stand corrected.

I think the intent was clear, how-
ever, of what the Senator from Michi-
gan said.

Mr. DURBIN. If the Senator from
Virginia is not seeking time, I will con-
tinue allocating.

Mr. WARNER. The Senator may go
ahead.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the Senator from Rhode
Island, Mr. REED.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the Durbin amendment. I
commend him for raising this very im-
portant issue this evening.

This debate has already illustrated
the knowledge of the participants and
also the commitment of both sides in
this debate to try to reach a very im-
portant and principled decision with
respect to national missile defense.
The obvious fact is that this is the
most expensive military program we
have contemplated, perhaps, in the his-
tory of this country, and there is a
great deal riding on it.

It is not only financial, it is also
strategic in terms of our increased se-

curity in the world and in terms of the
reaction of our allies, reaction of po-
tential adversaries, all of which makes
this debate critical.

At the heart of this debate—one of
the reasons the Senator from Illinois is
contributing mightily to the debate—is
the issue of countermeasures. The im-
portance of countermeasures should be
obvious to all of us. My colleague from
Massachusetts talked about this. In
the history of conflict, for every devel-
opment, there is an attempt to cir-
cumvent or to neutralize that develop-
ment. So it should be no wonder, as we
contemplate deploying a national mis-
sile defense, our adversaries are at this
time thinking of ways they could, in
fact, defeat such a national missile de-
fense.

There are two general ways to do
that. One is to build more launchers
with more warheads so you essentially
overwhelm whatever missile defense we
have in place. Or—this is probably the
most likely response—you develop
countermeasures on your missiles to
confuse our defense and allow your
missiles to penetrate despite our na-
tional missile defense.

At the heart of what we should be
doing in contemplating the deployment
and funding of this system is ensuring
that in the testing we pay particular
attention to the issue of counter-
measures, because that is the most
likely response of an adversary to de-
feat the system we are proposing. That
is common sense in many respects.
Anyone with a cursory knowledge of
history would immediately arrive at
that conclusion.

This is not a merely theoretical dis-
cussion. Sophisticated counter-
measures already exist. They are the
penetrating aids which are on most of
the Russian missiles. There is the pos-
sibility, of course, that these pene-
trating aids will either be copied by
rogue nations or, in fact, be traded or
exchanged to these rogue nations.

I found very interesting a report by
the intelligence community which was
unclassified and issued last September.
In their words:

We assess that countries developing bal-
listic missiles would also develop various re-
sponses to U.S. theater and national de-
fenses. Russia and China each have developed
numerous countermeasures and probably are
willing to sell the requisite technologies.

Many countries, such as North Korea, Iran
and Iraq, probably would rely initially on
readily available technology—including sep-
arating RVs, spin-stabilized RVs, RV reori-
entation, radar absorbing material, booster
fragmentation, low-power jammers, chaff,
and simple balloon decoys—to develop pene-
tration aids and countermeasures.

These countries could develop counter-
measures based on these technologies by the
time they flight test their missiles.

Frankly, what we are testing against
today is a very small fraction of these
possible countermeasures penetrating
aids. We have selected a very discrete
set of the most primitive counter-
measures, and we have used that as our
benchmark to determine whether or
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not the proposed national missile de-
fense system will work well enough to
fund development and ultimate deploy-
ment, when, in fact, our own intel-
ligence community is telling us today
there are numerous sophisticated pene-
trating aids that are readily available.

They are also telling us that as we
build up this national missile defense,
our potential adversaries, while they
build their missiles, are not just wait-
ing around. They are also developing
their countermeasures. So counter-
measures takes on a very important
role in our deliberations.

Senator DURBIN has identified this
critical issue and has focused the at-
tention of the Senate on how we will
respond to this particular issue. His re-
sponse is not only principled but is en-
tirely logical.

What he is saying is, let’s ensure that
in the testing process, we don’t test the
just rudimentary countermeasures, we
test for robust countermeasures. If we
can defeat those countermeasures, then
we have a system that not only we can
deploy, but that system will be much
more stable, much more effective over
time; in effect, increasing the lon-
gevity of the system. When we are
going to spend upwards of $60 billion—
I think that was one figure quoted;
frankly, I believe whatever figure we
have now, it will be much more when
we finish paying the price—if we are
spending that much money, we don’t
want to buy something that has a half-
life of 1 year, 2 years, 3 years or 4
years. We want something that will
justify the expense and defend the
country against likely threats for
many years.

Senator DURBIN used the analogy of
golf. The other analogy that is very
popular to try to bring into popular
parlance what is going on here is essen-
tially what we are trying to do is hit a
bullet with another bullet, small ob-
jects flying through space at relatively
large speeds. Think about how difficult
that is right now.

We have made progress in terms of
supercomputers, in terms of large-scale
computer capacity. So the problem of
identifying a speeding bullet and then
calculating instantaneously through
billions of calculations its trajectory
and then sending that message to an-
other bullet is a daunting physical
problem, but we have made progress.

However, the countermeasures takes
that daunting task and infinitely in-
creases its complexity because to our
system and our kinetic kill vehicle
that is hurling through space, it won’t
be only one target; it could be multiple
targets. To differentiate those targets,
identify the real targets, and strike it
in a matter of seconds is an incredibly
complex technological task.

So I believe, once again, that the
Senator has identified something that
is critical to our responsibilities—not
the responsibility of the Secretary of
Defense, not the President’s responsi-
bility, but our responsibility as the
Senate of the United States to super-

vise, to carefully review, and, ulti-
mately, through appropriations and au-
thorization, to give the final say about
this system. That is our responsibility,
and we would be rejecting that respon-
sibility if we didn’t look hard and in-
sist that the executive look hard at
this whole issue of countermeasures.

The other issue that has been dis-
cussed tonight is, why should we tell
the Department of Defense to do some-
thing such as this when they are al-
ready doing it? Well, the simple answer
is: We do it all the time.

Here are a few examples recently:
Last December, the F–22, a very sophis-
ticated fighter aircraft, was supposed
to start its low-rate initial production;
but this decision was delayed because
there was dissatisfaction with its
progress, with whether or not it was
living up to its capabilities. We man-
dated tests because we were unsatisfied
with the deployment schedule and its
ability to be brought to the forces in
the field. That was done much further
along the line than the place we are in
developing the national missile de-
fense. In many respects, we are doing
the same thing with the Joint Strike
Fighter this year.

So it is not unusual to tell the De-
partment of Defense, or to look over
the Secretary’s shoulder and say, even
though you might be doing it, we want
to make sure you are doing it, we want
to make sure that they are looking
specifically at the countermeasures.
We want to know more specifically,
when he talks about the capacity of
this system to grow, will it grow up to
all the countermeasures listed by the
Intelligence Committee? Will it go
from C–1 to C–2? We are not sure
whether it will reach that ultimate
test of countermeasures. This is a valu-
able role we must play.

There is another aspect to this whole
debate, which I think should be noted.
It is a very difficult thing and, in some
respects, an intellectual challenge. For
years and years, decades and decades,
we have relied upon deterrence
policy——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 10
minutes of the Senator have expired.

Mr. DURBIN. I yield an additional 1
minute to the Senator.

Mr. REED. I will wrap up quickly.
We have relied upon deterrence pol-

icy. At the heart of deterrence policy is
the notion that the other side is ra-
tional, and they will calculate the
damage you can do them just as you
can calculate the damage that is done
by them.

What has changed now? I would say
that intellectually why we are even
having this debate is we have aban-
doned this concept of rationality. We
don’t think North Korea is rational.
Again, that is an assumption that we
have to look at closely as we look at
some of these other things. In some re-
spects, if they are totally irrational,
then maybe there is a little hope of de-
terring them from doing anything,
even with the national missile defense.

But that is the difference. That is why
my colleague from Massachusetts said
we used to think about intentions, and
now we don’t. We made an intellectual
decision we weren’t going to look at
that because we concluded they were
irrational. I suggest that as we pursue
this debate, we should look seriously at
whether or not that assumption is
valid.

I thank the Senator from Illinois. I
yield back my time.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Rhode Island. How
much time is remaining on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eleven
and a half minutes remain.

Mr. DURBIN. Unless the Senator
from Virginia wants to seek time, I
will conclude at this point, as briefly
as possible.

Mr. WARNER. I welcome that. We
have had a good debate. Having said
that, let’s wrap it up and pay our re-
spects to the Presiding Officer and the
staff who have all indulged us for this
period of time.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, why do
we test? We test so we can justify the
taxpayers of America the expenditure
of their hard-earned money in the de-
fense of our country, to make certain
that the expenditure is made in a way
that we can stand and be proud of it.

Secondly, we test to make sure that
whatever we are building in the defense
of this country will work. That is all
this amendment is about. It is to make
certain if the national missile defense
is to go forward and to provide assur-
ance to American families not only
now but for years to come, it is because
we have a missile defense system that
will work.

We have heard from a variety of dif-
ferent experts that the question of
countermeasures is a critically impor-
tant question. In the language of this
amendment, we are asking the Sec-
retary of Defense to come forward and
give us guidance as to what the state of
countermeasures might be in the world
and to judge whether or not our missile
defense system can deal with those
countermeasures and whether we are
testing to make certain that that hap-
pens. That is the bottom line.

The response from the Senator from
Virginia, and virtually every Senator
who has spoken, is the understanding
that what we are asking for in this
amendment is reasonably calculated to
ensure that any missile defense sys-
tem, in fact, gives us a real sense of se-
curity and not a false sense of security.

This amendment is not intended to
derail the national missile defense sys-
tem. It is intended to make certain
that the system, if America comes to
rely on it for national defense, actually
works.

In years gone by, when we hurried
along the testing process, we have had
some sorry results. The B–1 bomber
went into production in the late 1970s
and wasn’t fully integrated into flying
units for 24 years. There were major
problems with avionics, the engines,
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and the defensive stealth configuration
that costs literally hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars. Adequate testing did
not take place before money was spent
on a system that was not capable of
meeting the need of our national de-
fense. Let us not allow that to happen
when it comes to something as critical
as our national missile defense system.

I thank the Senator from Virginia for
his patience this evening. I hope he be-
lieves, as I do, that this valuable de-
bate will not only help the Senate but
the country on this very important
issue in a much more complete fashion.
I thank the Senator.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague.
I daresay the final conference report in
the Armed Services bill will draw on
this amendment for certain portions of
the law that we will write.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
also thank the chairman for making
this a very important substantive de-
bate. I thank the ranking minority
member.

Mr. WARNER. I wonder if my col-
leagues might consider reviewing their
position on the COCHRAN bill, while
there may be other opportunities to ex-
press affirmation.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Senator
from Virginia. We will.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the regular order would provide
that we have concluded the matters in
the unanimous consent agreement as it
relates to this bill. We can wrap up for
the night on this bill. I will yield to my
colleague.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, if I
might, I don’t believe I asked for the
yeas and nays on the amendment. I do
so now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I be-

lieve the proposed amendment on test-
ing of our National Missile defense sys-
tem is overly broad, unnecessary, and
counterproductive.

The amendment asks that we direct
the Defense Department to conduct
testing of our National Missile Defense
system against—and I quote—‘‘any
countermeasures (including decoys)
that . . . are likely, or at least realisti-
cally possible, to be used against the
system.’’ And it defines a counter-
measure as ‘‘any deliberate action
taken by a country with long-range
ballistic missiles to defeat or otherwise
counter a United States National Mis-
sile Defense system.’’ With language as
broad as this, there is virtually no
bound to what we would be directing
the Ballistic Missile Defense Organiza-
tion, as a matter of law, to go off and
test against. I don’t believe it is useful
to legislate such broad and open-ended
requirements.

Nor is it necessary. There is already
a process in place to ensure that the
National Missile Defense system—like
every other weapon system we have—is
properly tested against the likely

threats if faces, including potential
countermeasures. Our acquisition sys-
tem has a methodical process by which
requirements for any new weapon sys-
tem are studied and approved, and Na-
tional Missile Defense is no different.
Moreover, there is an independent
operational test and evaluation organi-
zation in the Defense Department as a
second layer of oversight to make sure
new systems are adequately tested.
With those processes in place, there is
no need for a third layer of require-
ments, levied in an overly broad stat-
ute, to deal with some vague technical
notions that someone somewhere has
imagined.

There are possible countermeasures
to every weapon and those are consid-
ered as a matter of course in the design
and testing of every system. We don’t
have legislation directing realistic
operational testing against any pos-
sible countermeasures for the F–22, for
example, and I see no reason to single
out this particular weapon system for
such treatment.

Most of the recent talk about coun-
termeasures to the NMD system has
been generated by wild accusations
from some college professors who have
long opposed missile defenses of any
sort. They would have us believe that
countermeasures can become reality
for even technologically unsophisti-
cated nations simply because they can
be imagined. But in the real world, in
which ideas have to be translated to
design, and design to hardware, and the
hardware tested, the reality is far dif-
ferent.

Those who are building our missile
defense system understand this and
that is why they have built in to that
system the capability to deal with
countermeasures as they evolve. The
pending amendment would direct a re-
convening of the Welsh Commission to
examine this issue, but the fact is that
General Welsh and his team have al-
ready looked at this issue. This is what
he told the Senate just a couple weeks
ago:

There is very significant potential de-
signed into the C–1 [initial NMD] system to
grow to beyond the capability to deal with
those countermeasures. The problem with es-
timates as to what people can give was
that—the Chinese will share it, the Russians
will share it—it’s one thing to share tech-
nology, it’s something else to incorporate it
into your system. And, so unless they share
an all-out system ready to launch, there is
still a very significant technical challenge to
integrating somebody else’s countermeasure
technology into your offensive weapons sys-
tem.

Those who believe it will be easy for
rogue states to incorporate counter-
measures into their long-range bal-
listic missiles should consider what
happened last Friday night in the test
of the National Missile Defense system.
A Minuteman target missile was
launched from Vandenberg Air force
Base carrying a dummy warhead and a
balloon decoy. No nation except per-
haps Russia has more experience than
the United States with technically so-

phisticated countermeasures, and those
who say such measures will be easy for
rogue states to deploy derided this bal-
loon decoy as laughably simple. Well,
the decoy didn’t deploy properly. As
Undersecretary of Defense Jacques
Gansler noted following the test, ‘‘Oth-
ers have said how easy it is to put up
decoys, by the way. This is the proof
that one decoy we were trying to put
up didn’t go up.’’

Mr. President, countermeasures will
eventually challenge the National Mis-
sile Defense system, just as they have
challenged every other weapons system
that has ever been deployed. But they
aren’t anywhere near as easy to perfect
as opponents of missile defense would
have us believe, and we already have
adequate measures in place to ensure
the National Missile Defense system is
adequately designed and tested to ac-
count for potential countermeasures.
This legislation is vague, overly broad,
and unnecessary. I urge Senators to
vote against it.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
to support the amendment being of-
fered by my colleague, Senator DURBIN,
calling for effective testing of the Na-
tional Missile Defense (NMD) program
now under development by the Depart-
ment of Defense.

When the President signed H.R. 4, the
National Missile Defense Act of 1999,
into law a year ago, he made the state-
ment that ‘‘any NMD system we deploy
must be operationally effective, cost-
effective, and enhance our security.’’
The key word in the President’s state-
ment, Mr. President, is ‘‘effective.’’ In
other words, before we decide to move
ahead with the NMD program, among
other important considerations, we
must be confident that the system will
be an ‘‘effective’’ one.

Last year, when we debated this mat-
ter in the Senate, I spoke with my col-
league, Senator COCHRAN, who agreed
with me that we shouldn’t buy the sys-
tem until we know that it will work.
It’s common sense, of course, to hold
back on a decision to purchase some-
thing until we know that it will work
as advertised. We know that as private
consumers. The same is true for the
government as a consumer.

Indeed, that is the policy of the De-
partment of Defense (DoD) with respect
to its purchase of ALL major weapon
systems. DoD’s policy instruction gov-
erning acquisition of all major weapon
systems, DoD Directive 5000.1, contains
a number of provisions intended to en-
sure that the customer, DoD as well as
the nation as a whole, will get what we
pay for.

The bottom line for the Department
of Defense regarding ‘‘effectiveness’’ is
whether a weapon system is tested suc-
cessfully in realistic operating situa-
tions. The DoD instruction states that
‘‘before purchasing a weapon system
from the production line, the Director
of Operational Test and Evaluation
must report to the Secretary of De-
fense that the system is operationally
effective and suitable for use in com-
bat.’’ That should be true for missile
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interceptors as well as for conventional
guns, tanks, and airplanes.

Mr. President, the Congress has on
many occasions expressed its commit-
ment to the taxpayer that the billions
spent on weapons will provide the na-
tion with the real military capability
we may need. The provision of DoD In-
struction 5000.1 that I have cited is one
such example. Another was legislation
enacted during the 1980’s requiring
warranties on all major weapon sys-
tems and their components.

We also, know, Mr. President, that
when we fail to require that a system
meet operational standards, we pay a
heavy price. In the early 1980’s, the
Congress appropriated over $20 billion
dollars to purchase 100 B–1B bombers.
The problem was that we had never
tested them. The B–1B looked like the
B–1A, but in fact was a far different
weapon. It needed to be tested. We
didn’t do it and went ahead with the
purchase. Mr. President, we now know
the unfortunate history of that pur-
chase. It wasn’t until recently that the
DoD used the B–1B in combat, and even
then under very special operational cir-
cumstances. In the intervening decade
and a half, the Air Force chose other
ways to get the job done. I’m convinced
that, in part, it was because the Air
Force knew that the B–1B would not
have been capable of getting the job
done. There are other expensive exam-
ples I could use to illustrate the price
we’ve paid for inadequate testing. De-
sign flaws in the C–5 and F–18 have
ended up costing the taxpayer a bun-
dle. I’m sure you’ve recently read the
news reports about flaws in the protec-
tive suits for our troops to use in a
chemical or biological warfare environ-
ment. They weren’t adequately tested
either.

The amendment Senator DURBIN is
sponsoring today seeks simply to af-
firm Congressional commitment to the
taxpayer, to the men and women in
uniform who must operate our weap-
ons, and to the nation that must de-
pend on it for our defense. I am pleased
to cosponsor this amendment that
would require that the NMD system be
tested against possible counter-
measures that are likely, or at least re-
alistically possible, to be used to ac-
company attacking warheads that po-
tential enemies could launch against
us. The amendment calls for the Bal-
listic Missile Defense Organization
(BMDO) to plan ground and flight tests
to address those threats, to seek funds
to support what’s needed to meet them,
and to report annually on the status
and progress of the NMD program re-
garding countermeasures. In short, Mr.
President, the amendment proposes
concrete actions to ensure that we
know the exact nature of the threat,
that we plan appropriate technical re-
sponses, and that we test adequately to
make sure that those responses work.

We are all aware of the recent out-
come of the latest NMD flight test,
IFT–5. In that test, a developmental
test, the kill vehicle failed to separate

from its booster to engage the incom-
ing target warhead. Mr. President, this
was a test designed and conducted
under very controlled, hardly realistic,
conditions. It was a test in which all
the pieces of the complex NMD system
were given special capabilities to carry
out their job in a controlled, experi-
mental environment.

I think we can all agree that it’s ap-
propriate to walk before we run. In
‘‘walking’’ through this test, IFT–5, we
have discovered once again how dif-
ficult it is to ‘‘hit a bullet with a bul-
let’’ even though we think we know
how each piece of the system will func-
tion. I’d like to emphasize, Mr. Presi-
dent, that this was not an operational
test under realistic conditions that
DoD requires for every other major
weapon system before it decides to go
ahead and buy it. This was a con-
trolled, laboratory test in which one of
the pieces we thought we know most
about failed.

I believe that although the NMD test
program to date indicates that we are
developing some amazing capabilities,
we are a very long way from being con-
fident that the NMD system as a whole
will work. Indeed, in order for an NMD
test to be truly realistic, there are a
whole host of variables that must differ
significantly from the conditions that
were present during the IFT–5 test. In
order to be more realistic, for example,
future tests should reorient the basic
geographic direction of the test from
West to East rather than East to West.
The flight test envelope would have to
be greatly enlarged. Various types of
countermeasures, the subject of the
amendment, should be used. Actual
military personnel who would operate
the system should be at the controls.
Information from the warning system
should reflect likely warning times. We
are a very long way from realistic test-
ing the NMD system in those regards
and a number of others. This amend-
ment addresses only one of those vari-
ables, albeit a very important one.
Adopting this amendment will provide
us with critical information about the
feasibility of the NMD system to get
the job done. Committing ourselves to
procuring and deploying the NMD sys-
tem until we know the answers to
questions regarding key operational
capabilities would be premature and
ill-advised.

There are other critical factors that
will play important and necessary roles
in determining whether the President
will commit the nation to deploying
NMD. Surely the nature of the threat
must be assessed and reassessed to
make sure that this program is war-
ranted. Surely the possible responses of
our allies and potential adversaries
will play an important part in the
President’s calculation. At the end of
the day, the President will have deter-
mined whether the nation is more or
less secure as a result of deciding to de-
ploy the NMD system.

In the meantime, as responsible stew-
ards for public expenditures, it be-

hooves us to take all measures nec-
essary to ensure that the billions we
are spending for NMD are giving the
taxpayer real dividends. This amend-
ment is an important means to make
that happen. I urge all of my col-
leagues to support realistic testing be-
fore committing the nation to procure-
ment and deployment of NMD. Thank
you, Mr. President. I yield the floor.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, this
discussion of a national missile defense
system comes at a timely moment. As
we struggle to complete action on our
thirteen appropriations bills that fund
the Federal Government, we are con-
fronted with many unmet needs and
the desire to reduce the amount the
Federal Government takes from the
American taxpayers’ hard earned in-
come. The budget agreement locks in
spending limits and requires a balanced
budget, thereby preventing us from in-
creasing spending on missile defense
without cutting other programs. The
debate over how much to spend in re-
search on a national missile defense
(NMD) system and whether it is time
to make a decision on deployment
strongly effects both the government’s
ability to meet the needs of Americans
and the likelihood that we will be able
to return money to the taxpayers of
this country. The costs of such a sys-
tem and the choices it would force us
to make must be carefully weighed
against the benefit of an NMD system,
the chances that it would work, and
the effect that deployment would have
on the arms control agenda of the
United States.

The decision on how much to spend
on an NMD research program cannot be
made without considering these ques-
tions. We must ask how much we can
afford to spend on defense. I argue that
national security also has a social com-
ponent: affordable health care for all
Americans, better job opportunities, a
strong education system and economic
security for America’s seniors are all
facets of a strong America. Without
these things, military technology can-
not protect America from the real
threats against us.

I have long supported a reasonable
program of research and testing of
anti-ballistic missile technologies,
while opposing efforts to throw huge
increases at the program. I hope that
thoughtful research will lead to some
technological breakthroughs on ways
to counter ballistic missiles. Their pro-
liferation, especially in the hands of ir-
responsible leaders such as North Ko-
rea’s Kim Jong Il, requires that we ac-
tively investigate possible defenses. We
cannot ignore the emergence of new
nuclear threats to the United States.

A premature decision to deploy an in-
adequately tested national missile de-
fense system would also be a risk to
national security. We cannot afford to
spend huge amounts of money on a sys-
tem we are not certain would work, or
on a system that might provoke the
very reaction from rogue states that
we are ultimately trying to prevent. I
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am a strong believer in strengthening
international non-proliferation re-
gimes such as the Non-Proliferation
Treaty and the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty, which I am very dis-
appointed the Senate has failed to rat-
ify. Successful non-proliferation efforts
are worth every penny! The Anti-Bal-
listic Missile Treaty has also served us
well for many years, and we must be
careful to not throw out a valuable
asset in our rush to jump on the newest
technology.

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of
Senator DURBIN’s amendment to add
some important requirements to any
national missile defense testing re-
gime. This amendment would require
realistic testing of an NMD system
against the countermeasures that
might be deployed against it. Senator
DURBIN’s amendment would help ensure
that if we move to consider deployment
of an NMD system, we would have a re-
alistic assessment of that system’s ex-
pected performance. Any evaluation of
the effectiveness of an NMD system
must consider not only the capabilities
of the system itself, but its ability to
survive what we expect might be
thrown up to defeat it. Without this in-
formation, it would be hard to judge
the true utility of such a system, and
easy to overestimate its performance.

This past Friday’s failed test of a
space intercept brings into sharper
focus the issue of claims and perform-
ance of an NMD system. Without real-
istic tests proving the expectations of
researchers, we can never be sure that
laboratory results can be duplicated in
practice. It might be tempting to rush
to deploy a system that appeared to
provide significant protection for the
American people. Passage of this
amendment would help ensure that any
system have a reasonable chance of
working before it is considered for de-
ployment.

I continue to believe that our great-
est vulnerability to nuclear attack is
not from a nuclear bomb delivered by
an intercontinental ballistic missile,
but rather from a nuclear devise
slipped into the country in some much
less visible way, like hidden in some
cargo coming into a major U.S. sea-
port. Committing many billions of dol-
lars to deploy the proposed defense sys-
tems would do nothing to protect us
against this very real threat. At this
time, it would be much more produc-
tive to invest these funds in stopping
the spread of nuclear technologies and
in using other means to counter ter-
rorist organizations and other rogue
elements.

Personally, I believe that the politics
of missile defense have gotten way out
ahead of the science of missile defense.
This amendment would help restore
the proper order of these concepts. I
urge my colleagues to support the Dur-
bin amendment.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, the Dur-
bin amendment to the fiscal year 2001
Defense authorization bill is a common
sense proposal that will ensure that a

National Missile Defense system is
properly tested before it becomes oper-
ational.

President Clinton is expected to
make a decision in the next few
months on whether or not to begin the
deployment of a National Missile De-
fense system. He has said that the deci-
sion will be based on four criteria: the
readiness of the technology, the impact
on arms control and our relations with
Russia, the cost of the system, and the
threat. Based on these criteria, I do not
believe that a decision to deploy should
be made at this time.

This amendment deals with just one
of these criteria, the readiness of the
technology. It says that the National
Missile Defense system should be test-
ed against realistic decoys and other
counter-measures before it becomes
operational. Initial operating capa-
bility is now scheduled for 2005.

Let me be clear, this amendment
would not prevent a deployment deci-
sion this year, nor would it delay the
deployment of the system.

Mr. President, this is no different
from school. if you cannot pass the
exams, you cannot graduate. In this
case, if NMD cannot pass a test against
realistic counter-measures, it will not
be made operational. There will be no
social promotion of missile defense.
The strategic implications of this sys-
tem are too great. We do not want to
make a system operational that we are
not sure will work against an incoming
warhead.

Now the opponents of this legislation
might say: Senator Boxer, this amend-
ment is unnecessary. The U.S. would
never make a missile defense system
operational that wouldn’t work.

Well, in 1969 the U.S. made a decision
to deploy the Safeguard missile defense
system to defend U.S. missile against
incoming Soviet missiles. This system
would have used Spartan missiles
armed with small nuclear warheads to
intercept incoming ICBMs.

On October 1, 1975, after spending $6
billion (over $20 billion in today’s dol-
lars), the first ABM site became oper-
ational at Nekoma, North Dakota. Five
months later the project was termi-
nated.

Why was the project terminated? Be-
cause it didn’t work. There were at
least two major problems with the
Safeguard system. First, its radars
were vulnerable to destruction by So-
viet missiles. Destruction of these
radar systems would blind the defen-
sive system. Second it was found that
when the nuclear warheads on defend-
ing Spartan missiles were detonated,
these explosions themselves would also
blind the radar systems. You do not
have to be a rocket scientist to know
that it is important for the system to
work before it is made operational.

So why is the Senator from Illinois
concerned about countermeasures? A
September 1999 National Intelligence
Estimate warned that emerging missile
states would use counter-measures.

Let me quote from the unclassified
version of the report:

Many countries, such as North Korea, Iran,
and Iraq would rely initially on readily
available technology—including separating
warheads, spin-stabilized warheads, warhead
reorientation, radar absorbing material,
booster fragmentation, low power jammers,
chaff, and simple balloon decoys.

It goes on to say that ‘‘Russia and
China each have developed numerous
counter-measures and probably are
willing to sell the requisite tech-
nology.’’

Many of our best scientists have said
that the planned NMD system would be
defeated by counter-measures. An April
2000 report released jointly by the
Union of Concerned Scientists and MIT
Security Studies Program found that
‘‘the current testing program is not ca-
pable of assessing the system’s effec-
tiveness against a realistic attack.’’

So Mr. President, this is an impor-
tant amendment. It would ensure that
our NMD system is tested against real-
istic counter-measures and require de-
tailed reports from the Secretary of
Defense and the Independent Review
Panel which is headed by retired Air
Force General Larry Welch.

I congratulate my friend, Senator
DURBIN, for offering this important
amendment and I urge the Senate to
adopt it.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I want to
extend my personal gratitude to the
Armed Services Committee Chairman
and the Ranking Member, as well as to
the Chairman and Ranking Member of
the Subcommittee on Readiness for
their consideration of my rec-
ommended language at Sec. 361 of this
bill. This provision requires the Sec-
retary of Defense to report on the con-
sequences of high OPTEMPO on mili-
tary aviation and ground equipment.
Let me explain why I applaud this pro-
vision. My particular interest is some-
what more focused on aviation assets.

Quite simply, we need to know the
adverse effects that the worldwide con-
tingency operations engaged in by our
military high-performance aircraft are
having on the integrity of the air-
craft’s frame, engines and other compo-
nents.

I raise this issue, Mr. President, be-
cause my state proudly hosts the
Ogden Air Logistics Center at Hill Air
Force Base, Utah. Just recently, a
team of depot technicians at Hill dis-
covered that the mechanical assembly
designed to brake or halt the rise and
fall of the stabilizer on the Air Force
KC–135 tanker had been prematurely
wearing out because of a surge of KC–
135 flight activity, much of it related
to the frantic deployment schedules
that these aircrews are tied to.

The shortage of replacement parts
for the stabilizer braking system forced
the Air Force to come up with a meth-
odology to refurbish the old part.
There had never been a refurbishment
of the braking assembly before this
time.

This is an important fact because the
engineering design missed a critical
step in the refurbishment process de-
signed to heat out hydrogen that
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risked getting into microscopic fis-
sures in the brake ratchet. This would
have eventually embrittled the system,
causing the stabilizer to fail. It would
have meant with near certainty that
we would have lost aircraft in midair
flight as well as some aircrew lives.

The Secretary of the Air Force, Whit-
ten Peters, has commended the depot
technicians for their astute rec-
ommendations to the Air Force Mate-
riel Command to ground the KC–135
fleet; this was done, and I am con-
vinced that lives were saved.

But I am no less convinced that we
need better visibility over the rapidly
aging aircraft airframes and other
parts are suffering from the near-fre-
netic flying schedules and deployments
that they and their crews are com-
mitted to. Put more directly: we can-
not and must not push these brave air-
crews into harm’s way in aircraft that
are even remotely vulnerable to crit-
ical component failures.

Mr. President, my concern extends to
all tactical and strategic, as well as
support and service support aviation
assets used in these contingency and
peacekeeping operations by the Navy,
Marine Corps, and the Air Force. The
provision asks for a study of the effects
of these deployments on all such as-
sets. Wisely, the Committee has added
Army aviation since its predominately
rotary wing—or helicopter—operations
warrant inclusion in the scope of this
assessment.

If one looks at the Air Force commit-
ments, which have carried the bulk of
many of the contingency operations,
the statistics are as staggering as they
are telling: 18,400 sorties over Iraq; 73
percent of the air assets patrolling the
Northern watch no-fly zone which pro-
duced 75 percent of the total number of
sorties in that region. In the Southern
Watch no-fly zone, the Air Force also
provided 35 percent of the total air as-
sets and produced 68 percent of the sor-
ties. But I don’t want to ignore the
Navy with its carrier-based aircraft
that undergo take-off and, especially,
landing procedures that create un-
imaginably harsh stresses on aircraft.
Many members of this body have wit-
nessed carrier operations and know
precisely what I am talking about.
Some of our colleagues, like my good
friends John McCain and Tom Harkin,
are even former Navy carrier pilots.

The Secretary of Defense has tried to
deal with this issue. And we have tried
to help him in the past year. Secretary
Bill Cohen cited in his report to Con-
gress this February that aging sys-
tems, spot spare parts shortages, and
high OPTEMPO [high operating tempo]
are placing increased pressure on mate-
riel readiness.’’ The Secretary has tes-
tified to his ‘‘particular concern’’ for
‘‘negative readiness trends in mission
capable rates for aircraft.’’ Last year,
Congress provided DOD with $1.8 bil-
lion in Kosovo emergency supple-
mental funding to meet the most ur-
gent demands.

Yet, our equipment is aging. The av-
erage age of Air Force aircraft is now

20 years old. Our state of art air-to-
ground mission aircraft, the F–16, has a
technology base older than most of its
pilots, some of whom are flying F–16
aircraft that have been in service
longer than they have been alive! The
problems of corrosion, fatigue and even
parts obsolescence are rampant. I
spend much time at Hill Air Force Base
in my state of Utah. There are certain
critical components that are still tied
to vacuum tube technology. Imagine
that! How many of us still listen to
vacuum tube radios; some of our
younger staff members may not even
know what they are! Some of our top-
of-the-line tactical fighter aircraft use
gyroscopes—which are absolutely crit-
ical to positional accuracy—that are
several generations old. It bothers me
greatly to hear people complain about
‘‘gold-plated’’ military aircraft. I
would invite any of them to join me in
a tour of the Ogden, Utah, depot. When
they see the condition of components
from our best tactical fighters being
serviced, I suspect they would better
understand the real meaning of cour-
age.

But let me conclude with a word
about the most important resource in
this equation: people. We have reduced
our forces by 30 percent and increased
deployments by nearly 400 percent. The
effect is exactly what you would ex-
pect. Recently, the Marine Corps’ Com-
mandant and the Army Chief of Staff
announced that deployments of their
aviation and ground equipment are
now 16 times the rate during the Cold
War. Unprecedented pilot losses, reach-
ing a 33 percent level in the Navy, 15
percent in the Air Force and 21 percent
in the Marine Corps. But the most crit-
ical losses are found among the highly
specialized aircraft service technicians.
Specialists in electronic components,
air traffic control, armaments and mu-
nitions, and other technical special-
ties, at all levels of service, short-term,
mid-term and long-term, are leaving in
unprecedented numbers. Even the Air
Force’s valiant Expeditionary Air
Force concept, which organizes a high-
ly mobile slice of the Air Force into 10
task forces, called ‘‘Air Expeditionary
Forces,’’ faces technical enlisted skill
shortages which still burden the fewer
and fewer technicians who remain on
active duty, according to a General Ac-
counting Office study on military per-
sonnel released in early March 2000.

Mr. President, I want to thank my
colleagues for listening to this long
presentation regarding my concerns for
the state of our military aircraft and
the people who fly and service them. I
know that most will join with me and
the committee in calling for a full re-
view of the consequences of the unprec-
edented peacetime demands being
made on our people and their equip-
ment.

NATIONAL GUARD CHALLENGE PROGRAM

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am seri-
ously concerned about Section 910 of S.
2549, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2001.

Section 910 would effect the transfer
of responsibility for the National
Guard Youth ChalleNGe program from
the Chief of the National Guard Bureau
to the Secretary of Defense and would
amend the limitation on federal fund-
ing for the National Guard Challenge
program to limit only Department of
Defense funding. This language re-
moves the National Guard Bureau from
the ‘‘chain of command’’ and from its
statutory role as the channel of com-
munication between the federal gov-
ernment and the states (10 U.S.C. Sec.
10501).

Youth ChalleNGe exists in 25 states
and is a federal/state partnership pro-
gram. While there is partial federal
funding (which is capped by law at $62.5
million per year), the ChalleNGe staff
members are state employees who
meet state teacher and counselor cer-
tification requirements. All legally
binding cooperative agreements cur-
rently in place are between the Gov-
ernors and the Chief, National Guard
Bureau.

ChalleNGe is a highly successful pro-
gram that takes at-risk youths and
gives them the opportunity to turn
their lives around and become produc-
tive members of their communities.
Since the program was established,
with my assistance in 1991, more than
4,500 young Americans have graduated.
Of this number, more than 66% have
earned their GED or high school di-
ploma; more than 12% entered the mili-
tary, and more than 16% enrolled in
college.

ChalleNGe is a program in demand by
the states. If it were not for the cap on
spending, more states would have a
ChalleNGe program. Transferring au-
thority from the National Guard to the
Office of the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Reserve Affairs could only
have a negative impact and upset a
program that is operating extremely
well under the auspices of the National
Guard Bureau. It would add another
layer of bureaucracy and require the
State National Guard programs to re-
late through an altogether new ‘‘chain
of command’’ for the Youth ChalleNGe
program, while maintaining the exist-
ing ‘‘chain of command’’ for all other
National Guard activities.

On June 16th of this year, I partici-
pated in the graduation ceremony of
the cadets of the Mountaineer Chal-
leNGe program at Camp Dawson, West
Virginia. In all my years of delivering
commencement speeches and high
school diplomas, I can say without res-
ervation that this was the most im-
pressive group of students that I have
ever encountered. The graduates sat at
full attention throughout the event,
with obvious pride in their hard-earned
achievements and serious commitment
to a future on the right path. Such
transformation can not be achieved by
mere bootcamp exercises alone. It
takes a tough-love approach with car-
ing and compassionate instructors who
want to see the lives of these troubled
youth turned around forever. The Na-
tional Guard offers these young people
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the very virtues—leadership, follow-
ership, community service, job skills,
health and nutrition, and physical edu-
cation—that are in keeping with the
Guard’s tradition of adding value to
America and it certainly showed in
West Virginia.

Let us not punish this fine organiza-
tion which is doing an exceptional job
in helping youth in-need.

Mr. WARNER. It is my under-
standing that the committee report
language may not fully and adequately
explain the intent of the Committee.
The Committee’s intent is to reaffirm
the role of the Secretary of Defense to
establish policy for and oversee the op-
eration of DOD programs. I intend to
see that the conference report language
adequately expresses the view that the
National Guard is to continue to ad-
minister the Youth ChalleNGe program
under the oversight and direction of
the Secretary of Defense.

Mr. LEVIN. I think the Chairman has
a workable solution. It is not the in-
tent of the Committee that the Na-
tional Guard should lose its ability to
administer this highly successful pro-
gram. Rather, the intent is that there
be adequate policy direction and over-
sight of the Youth ChalleNGe program
by the Secretary of Defense.

Mr. BYRD. I had intended to offer an
amendment to clarify this issue. How-
ever, I believe that the comments of
the distinguished Chairman and Rank-
ing Minority Member of the Armed
Services Committee have helped clear
up this matter. I hope the conference
report will further clarify the matter.
CONVEYANCE AUTHORITY FOR UTILITY SYSTEMS

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am
very concerned about a provision con-
tained in H.R. 4205, the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2001, regarding the conveyance author-
ity for utility systems at U.S. military
installations. The House proposes to
change existing law in a manner that
jeopardizes the ability of a municipal
utility in Washington, Tacoma Power,
to participate in the competitive selec-
tion process and acquire Fort Lewis’
electric utility system. Fort Lewis is
Washington’s major Army base. I op-
pose changes to DOD’s current convey-
ance authority, when that change im-
pedes competition.

The Department of Defense is
privatizing utility systems at military
bases throughout the county. Military
bases are considered Federal enclaves,
and therefore are subject to Federal,
rather than State, law. The language
contained in H.R. 4205 dramatically
weakens existing Federal law by sub-
jecting military bases to State laws,
regulations, rulings and orders in the
competitive bid process of their utility
systems. This would have a negative
impact on DOD utility privatization ef-
forts in my state of Washington. The
reason for this is that utility service
territories in Washington are estab-
lished by service area agreements—
contracts—rather than by State de-
cree. Eliminating the Federal law that

applies on military bases would create
a host of legal questions, the effect of
which is to foster litigation and under-
cut the DOD privatization process in
Washington.

Because I am not a member of the
Senate Armed Services Committee,
and would therefore not be privy to
Conference Committee negotiations, I
respectfully request your assistance in
assuring that whatever utility lan-
guage is included in the FY01 Defense
Authorization bill properly takes into
account the unique circumstances of
Washington.

Mr. WARNER. I share the Senator’s
concerns regarding the impact the
House language might have on com-
petition, and will work with you to en-
sure that Washington state’s issues are
addressed during the conference. Any
suggestions you may have on this mat-
ter would be most welcome.

Mr. GORTON. I thank the Senator in
advance for your commitment to this
effort. I look forward the working with
you in the coming weeks to see that
this issue is resolved in a favorable
manner.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this
past year, the men and women of the
Armed Forces proved, once again, the
value of a strong and ready military.
Since the end of the Cold War, our
Armed Forces have been busier, and
have conducted a greater variety of
missions around the world, than at any
other time during our nation’s history,
short of war.

Our forces ended Serb aggression in
Kosovo, brought peace to East Timor,
and aided earthquake victims in Tur-
key. At this moment, American service
men and women are monitoring the de-
militarized zone in Korea, enforcing
the no-fly zones over Iraq, patrolling
the Arabian Gulf for oil smugglers, and
assisting in the battle against drugs in
Central and South America. These ac-
tivities are in addition to the daily op-
erations they conduct at home and
with our allies overseas to maintain
the readiness of our forces.

Our National Guard and Reserve
members continue as equal partners in
carrying out our national security and
national military strategies. Last May,
in the span of only one week, C–5 trans-
port aircraft from the 439th Airlift
Wing at Westover Air Reserve Base in
Massachusetts carried helicopters and
equipment to Trinidad-Tobago to aid in
the war against drugs, flew the Navy’s
new mini-submarine to Hawaii, an un-
precedented accomplishment and a
tribute to their ingenuity and re-
sourcefulness, airlifted Marines to
Greece, carried supplies to Europe, and
continued their very important train-
ing at home.

Last week, over a hundred citizen-
soldiers from Bravo Company of the
368th Engineer Combat Battalion left
their homes in Attleboro, Massachu-
setts for duty in Kosovo.

These are just a few examples of
what Guard and Reserve members from
every state, do for us each day around
the world.

We ask the men and women of our
Armed Forces to prepare for and re-
spond to every contingency, from sup-
porting humanitarian relief efforts,
peacekeeping, and enforcing United
Nations sanctions, to fighting a full-
scale Major Theater War. A quarter
million of our service members are de-
ployed around the world to deter ag-
gression, keep the peace, promote de-
mocracy, and foster goodwill and co-
operation with our allies, and even
with our potential adversaries.

All of our men and women in uniform
put our nation’s interests above their
own. When called upon, they risk their
lives for our freedom. As a nation, we
often take this sacrifice for granted,
until we are reminded of it again by
tragic events such as the April training
accident in Arizona, where 19 Marines
lost their lives in the line of duty.
These Marines paid the ultimate sac-
rifice for their country, and it was fit-
ting for the Senate to honor them with
a resolution. I commend my colleague
Senator SNOWE for her leadership on
that resolution.

More recently, this week, two Ari-
zona Army Guardsmen lost their lives
when their Apache helicopter crashed
in a night training exercise. Two Navy
pilots were killed in a training acci-
dent in Maryland. The cost of training
in the name of peace and security is
high.

One of Congress’ most important du-
ties is to make sure that our Armed
Forces are able to meet the many chal-
lenges of an increasingly unstable
international environment. Both the
Director of Central Intelligence and
the Director of the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency testified before the
Senate Armed Services Committee
that, more than at any other time in
the nation’s history, we are at risk of
‘‘substantial surprise’’ by adversaries.
Their views are supported by the
worldwide expansion of information
technology, the proliferation of dual-
use technology, and the fact that the
expertise to develop weapons of mass
destruction is available and for hire on
the open market.

The growing resentment by potential
adversaries of our status as the last su-
perpower makes us susceptible to hos-
tile acts ranging from computer at-
tacks to chemical or biological ter-
rorism. Our military must be equipped
to deter this aggression and, if nec-
essary, counter it. The FY 2001 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Bill takes
a positive step toward doing so.

The many activities which our forces
have undertaken and maintained in the
past decade, in spite of reduced re-
sources, has taken a toll on our people,
their equipment, and readiness. This
bill continues the increases in defense
spending needed to reverse this trend
that the President and Congress began
last year. At $310 billion, this bill rep-
resents real growth, and a necessary
investment in the future of the na-
tion’s security. At the heart of our
armed forces are the soldiers, sailors,
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airmen and Marines who took the oath
of office to support and defend the Con-
stitution against all of our enemies,
foreign and domestic. Clearly, without
them, we could not preserve our free-
dom. Attracting young men and women
to serve, and retaining them in an all-
volunteer force, is more challenging
than ever. Last year, Congress author-
ized the largest pay raise in nearly two
decades, reformed the pay table, and
restored the 50% retirement benefit.
This year, we continue these efforts to
support our service members and their
families, by granting a 3.7 percent pay
raise, which is one-half percent above
inflation. We also provide for the grad-
ual reduction to zero—over five years
—of out-of-pocket housing expenses for
service members living off base, and we
provide better military health care for
family members. The bill also directs
the implementation of the Thrift Sav-
ings Plan that Congress authorized last
year. The welfare of the men and
women of our armed forces is rightly at
the center of this year’s Defense Au-
thorization Bill.

The bill also takes a bold and nec-
essary step to honoring the promise of
lifetime health care for military retir-
ees. The Armed Services Committee
heeded the needs of our military retir-
ees, and addressed their number one
priority—the cost of prescription
drugs. The Defense Authorization Bill
expands the Base Realignment and Clo-
sure pharmacy benefit—already avail-
able to 450,000 retirees—to the entire
1.4 million Medicare-eligible military
retiree community. This benefit lets
all men and women in uniform know
that we care about their service, and
that a career in the military is honor-
able and worth pursuing. It also lets all
military retirees know that Congress is
listening, cares, and is willing to act on
their behalf.

The bill also continues and expands
health care demonstration programs to
evaluate how we can best address the
health care needs of these retirees. We
must complete the evaluation of these
programs and move to answer their
needs. I am hopeful that soon, we will
be able to do more.

The bill also enhances efforts to pre-
pare for and respond to other threats.
It authorizes five additional Civil Sup-
port Teams to a total of 32 by the end
of FY 2001. The teams will be specially
trained and equipped to respond to the
suspected use of weapons of mass de-
struction on American soil. While we
hope they will never be needed, we
must be prepared for any emergency.

The bill adds $74 million for programs
to protect against chemical and bio-
logical agents, and it funds the re-
search and development for a second
generation, single-shot anthrax vac-
cine. The men and women of our Armed
Forces need this support now.

Each service has taken steps to pro-
tect the environment, but too little has
been done to detect and deal with the
effects of unexploded ordnance. On the
Massachusetts Military Reservation,

unexploded ordnance may be contami-
nating the soil and groundwater in the
area. This situation is unacceptable. If
it is not addressed now, it could cause
irreparable harm to the environment
and the people who live there.

Unexploded ordnance is a problem in
every active and formerly-used live-fire
training facility. The bill includes $10
million to develop and test new tech-
nologies to detect unexploded ordnance
and analyze and map the presence of
their contaminants, so that they can
be more easily cleaned up. For too
many years, this issue has been ig-
nored. The time has come for the De-
partment of Defense to take on the
task of removing UXO. This step is es-
sential to ensure the continued oper-
ation of training ranges, which are
vital to the continued readiness of our
forces and the safe reuse of facilities
that have been closed.

Last May, the country felt the effect
of a simple computer virus that dis-
abled e-mail systems throughout the
world, and cost industry billions of dol-
lars. The ‘‘Love Bug’’ virus also report-
edly infected classified e-mail systems
within the Department of Defense.
Last year, more than 22,000 cyber-at-
tacks took place on DOD computer sys-
tems—a 300 percent increase over the
previous year. The cyber threat to na-
tional security will become more com-
plex and more disruptive in the future.
Our armed forces must be better pre-
pared to deal with this threat and to
protect these information systems. The
bill adds $77 million to address this se-
rious and growing threat.

In the Seapower Subcommittee,
under the leadership of our distin-
guished chair, Senator SNOWE, we
heard testimony and continued concern
about the Navy’s force structure, the
shipbuilding rate, and the overall read-
iness of the fleet. I support the Sec-
retary of the Navy’s decision to in-
crease R&D spending for the new land-
attack destroyer, DD–21, but I am con-
cerned about the delay in the program,
the effect of this delay on fire support
requirements of the Marine Corps, and
its effect on our shipbuilding industrial
base.

The bill includes $550 million for DD–
21 research and development. It also
asks the Navy to report to Congress on
the feasibility of starting DD–21 con-
struction in FY 2004, as originally
scheduled, for delivery by 2009, and the
effects of the current delay on the de-
stroyer shipbuilding industrial base.

To ease the strain on the ship-
building industrial base, the bill au-
thorizes the extension of the DDG–51
multi-year procurement, approved by
Congress in 1997, to include procure-
ments through fiscal year 2005. This in-
crease will bring greater near-term
health to our destroyer shipyards. It
could raise the Navy’s overall ship-
building rate to an acceptable level of
9 ships for each of those years, and it
could save almost $600 million for these
ships by avoiding the additional unit
cost of building them at a smaller rate.

This increase benefits the Navy, the
shipyards, and the shipyard workers,
and it is fiscally responsible.

I am particularly concerned about
one section of the bill that closes the
School of the Americas and then re-
opens it as the Defense Institute for
Hemispheric Security Cooperation.

Despite the additional human rights
curriculum, I am concerned that well-
known abuses by the School’s grad-
uates have caused irreparable harm to
its credibility. The School accounts for
less than 10 percent of the joint edu-
cation and training programs con-
ducted by the U.S. military for Latin
American forces, but it has graduated
some of the most notorious human
rights abusers in our hemisphere.

A report of the UN Truth Commis-
sion on the School implicated former
trainees, including death squad orga-
nizer Robert D’Abuisson, in atrocities
committed in El Salvador. During the
investigation of the 1989 murder of six
Jesuit priests in El Salvador, it turned
out that 19 of the 26 people implicated
in this case were graduates of the
School. Other graduates include
Leopoldo Galtieri, the former head of
the Argentine junta, Manuel Noriega,
the former dictator of Panama, and
Augusto Pinochet, the former dictator
of Chile. In September 1996, after years
of accusations that the School teaches
soldiers how to torture and commit
other human rights violations, the De-
partment of Defense acknowledged
that instructors at the School had
taught such techniques.

I welcome the Army’s recognition
that human rights and civil-military
relations must be a top priority in our
programs with Latin America. The pro-
vision in this bill, will close the School
and immediately reopen it with a new
name at the same location, with the
same students and with much of the
same curriculum. But this step will not
solve the problems that have plagued
this institution.

I commend my colleague, Represent-
ative MOAKLEY, for his leadership on
this issue and his proposal to create a
Task Force to assess the type of edu-
cation and training appropriate for the
Department of Defense to provide to
military personnel of Latin American
nations. These issues demand our at-
tention, and we must address them
more effectively.

In summary, I commend my col-
leagues on the Armed Services Com-
mittee for their leadership in dealing
with the many challenges facing our
nation on national defense. This bill
keeps the faith with the 2.2 million
men and women who make up our ac-
tive duty, guard, and reserve forces. It
is vital to our nation’s security, and I
urge the Senate to approve it.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a previous
unanimous consent agreement regard-
ing the ‘‘boilerplate language’’ for
completing the Defense authorization
be modified with the changes that I
now send to the desk.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
The unanimous consent agreement,

as modified, is as follows:
I ask unanimous consent that, with the ex-

ception of the Byrd amendment on bilateral
trade which will be disposed of this evening,
that votes occur on the other amendments
listed in that Order beginning at 9:30 A.M. on
Thursday, July 13, 2000.

I further ask unanimous consent that,
upon final passage of H.R. 4205, the Senate
amendment, be printed as passed.

I further ask unanimous consent that, fol-
lowing disposition of H.R. 4205 and the ap-
pointment of conferees the Senate proceed
immediately to the consideration en bloc of
S. 2550, S. 2551, and S. 2552 (Calendar Order
Numbers, 544, 545, and 546); that all after the
enacting clause of these bills be stricken and
that the appropriate portion of S. 2549, as
amended, be inserted in lieu thereof, as fol-
lows:

S. 2550: Insert Division A of S. 2549, as
amended;

S. 2551: Insert Division B of S. 2549, as
amended;

S. 2552: Insert Division C of S. 2549, as
amended; that these bills be advanced to
third reading and passed; that the motion to
reconsider en bloc be laid upon the table; and
that the above actions occur without inter-
vening action or debate.

Finally, I ask unanimous consent with re-
spect to S. 2550, S. 2551, and S. 2552, that if
the Senate receives a message with respect
to any of these bills from the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Senate disagree with the
House on its amendment or amendments to
the Senate-passed bill and agree to or re-
quest a conference, as appropriate, with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the two
houses; that the Chair be authorized to ap-
point conferees; and that the foregoing occur
without any intervening action or debate.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if there
is nothing further on the authorization
bill, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to a period for morning
business, with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

VICTIMS OF GUN VIOLENCE

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, it has
been more than a year since the Col-
umbine tragedy, but still this Repub-
lican Congress refuses to act on sen-
sible gun legislation.

Since Columbine, thousands of Amer-
icans have been killed by gunfire. Until
we act, Democrats in the Senate will
read some of the names of those who
lost their lives to gun violence in the
past year, and we will continue to do so
every day that the Senate is in session.

In the name of those who died, we
will continue this fight. Following are
the names of some of the people who
were killed by gunfire one year ago
today.

July 12, 1999:
Craig Briskey, 15, Atlanta, GA;

Deleane Briskey, 33, Atlanta, GA;
Torsha Briskey, 16, Atlanta, GA;
Darius Cox, 31, Baltimore, MD; Willie
Dampier, 31, Lansing, MI; Albert Fain,

25, Cincinnati, OH; Victor Gonzalez, 20,
Holyoke, MA; Larry W. Gray, 52, Mem-
phis, TN; Arvell Henderson, 28, St.
Louis, MO; Essie Hugley, 37, Atlanta,
GA; Wardell L. Jackson, 19, Chicago,
IL; William Kuhn, 25, Pittsburgh, PA;
Antoine Lucas, 9, Atlanta, GA; David
Antonio Lucas, 13, Atlanta, GA; Edgar
McDaniel, 34, Atlanta, GA; Sims Mil-
ler, 32, St. Louis, MO; Erica Reyes, 20,
Holyoke, MA; Darryl Solomon, 28, De-
troit, MI; James Sweeden, 48, Dallas,
TX; Anthony White, Detroit, MI; Dar-
rell Lewis White, 28, Memphis, TN; Un-
identified male, 15, Chicago, IL.

Deleane Brisky from Atlanta was one
of six people I mentioned who was shot
and killed one year ago today. On that
day, her ex-boyfriend burst into her
home, killed her, her sister and four of
her six children. The gunman then shot
and wounded her 11-year-old son
Santonio, who was hiding in a closet,
before turning the gun on himself.

The time has come to enact sensible
gun legislation. These people, who lost
their lives in tragic acts of gun vio-
lence, are a reminder of why we need to
take action now.

INTEGRATED GASIFICATION
COMBINED CYCLE (IGCC) SYSTEM
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, Air

Products & Chemicals, Inc. of Allen-
town, Pennsylvania and an industrial
team are developing a unique oxygen-
producing technology based on high-
temperature, ion transport membranes
(ITM). The technology, known as ITM
Oxygen, would be combined with an in-
tegrated gasification combined cycle
(IGCC) system to produce oxygen and
electric power for the iron/steel; glass,
pulp and paper; and chemicals and re-
fining industries. The ITM Oxygen
project is a cornerstone project in the
Department of Energy’s (DOE) Vision
21 program and has the potential to
significantly reduce the cost of so-
called ‘‘tonnage oxygen’’ plants for
IGCC systems.

Working in partnership with DOE’s
National Energy Technology Labora-
tory, the first of three phases of this
$24.8 million, 50 percent cost-shared re-
search program will be completed in
September 2001. Research and develop-
ment conducted as part of phase 1 of
the ITM Oxygen program has addressed
the high-risk materials, fabrication
and engineering issues needed to de-
velop the ITM Oxygen technology to
the proof-of-concept point. In phase 2, a
full-scale ITM Oxygen module will be
tested and will be followed by further
scale-up to test the production and in-
tegration of multiple full-scale ITM
modules. In the final phase, a pre-com-
mercial demonstration unit will be de-
signed, constructed, integrated with a
gas turbine and tested at a suitable
field site. At the end of phase 3, it is
expected that sufficient aspects of the
technology will have been dem-
onstrated to enable industrial commer-
cialization.

I thank the Senator from Washington
for adding $3.2 million to Department

of Energy’s IGCC. I also understand
that the House of Representatives
added $3.2 million to the FY01 budget
request for IGCC without designating
any one project to receive the in-
creased funding. As part of its FY01
budget, DOE requested $2.2 million as
part of its $32 million IGCC budget to
complete phase 1 of ITM Oxygen.

Now I would urge the Department of
Energy and the National Energy Tech-
nology Laboratory to provide $2 mil-
lion of the $3.2 million as an increase
to the FY01 budget request for IGCC to
allow the programs second phase to
begin in FY01. This additional funding
would allow the ITM Oxygen team to
have a smooth transition to the pro-
gram’s second phase and to level over
future years the DOE cost share needed
to maintain the program’s schedule.
This additional funding would also
allow the ITM Oxygen team to make
an early commitment to accelerate
construction of the test facility and
the full-scale ITM Oxygen module. Ac-
celerating this program makes sound
business sense. Now I am confident
that DOE and the National Energy lab-
oratory will have the funding to do
this. I urge them to work with the ITM
Oxygen team and make it happen.

JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS IN THE
106TH CONGRESS

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am con-
cerned at the continuing lack of any
real, strong effort to confirm Federal
judges this year compared to the situa-
tion in the last year of President
Bush’s term in office with a Demo-
cratic controlled Senate. We confirmed
66 judges—actually confirmed judges
and had hearings right through Sep-
tember. Now we have very, very few
hearings.

While I am glad to see the Judiciary
Committee moving forward with a few
of the many qualified judicial nomi-
nees to fill the scores of vacancies that
continue to plague our Federal courts,
I am disappointed that there were no
nominees to the Court of Appeals in-
cluded at this hearing. I have said since
the beginning of this year that the
American people should measure our
progress by our treatment of the many
qualified nominees, including out-
standing women and minorities, to the
Court of Appeals around the country.
The committee and the Senate are fall-
ing well short of the mark.

With 21 vacancies on the Federal ap-
pellate courts across the country, and
nearly half of the total judicial emer-
gency vacancies in the Federal courts
system in our appellate courts, our
courts of appeals are being denied the
resources that they need. Their ability
to administer justice for the American
people is being hurt. There continue to
be multiple vacancies on the Fourth,
Fifth, Sixth, Ninth, Tenth and District
of Columbia Circuits. The vacancy rate
for our courts of appeals is more than
11 percent nationwide—and that does
not begin to take into account the ad-
ditional judgeships requested by the
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Judicial Conference to handle their in-
creased workloads. If we added the 11
additional appellate judges being re-
quested, the vacancy rate would be 16
percent. Still, not a single qualified
candidate for one of these vacancies on
our Federal appellate courts is being
heard today.

At our first executive business meet-
ing of the year, I noted the opportunity
we had to make bipartisan strides to-
ward easing the vacancy crisis in our
nation’s Federal courts. I believed that
a confirmation total of 65 by the end of
the year was achievable if we made the
effort, exhibited the commitment, and
did the work that was needed to be
done. I urged that we proceed promptly
with confirmations of a number of out-
standing nominations to the court of
appeals, including qualified minority
and women candidates. Unfortunately,
that is not what has happened.

Just as there was no appellate court
nominee included in the April con-
firmation hearing, there is no appellate
court nominee included today. Indeed,
this committee has not reported a
nomination to a court of appeals va-
cancy since April 12, and it has re-
ported only two all year. The com-
mittee has yet to report the nomina-
tion of Allen Snyder to the District of
Columbia Circuit, although his hearing
was 8 weeks ago; the nomination of
Bonnie Campbell to the Eighth Circuit,
although her hearing was 6 weeks ago;
or the nomination of Judge Johnnie
Rawlinson, although her hearing was 4
weeks ago. Left waiting for a hearing
are a number of outstanding nominees,
including Judge Helene White for a ju-
dicial emergency vacancy in the Sixth
Circuit; Judge James Wynn, Jr., for a
judicial emergency vacancy in the
Fourth Circuit; Kathleen McCree
Lewis, another outstanding nominee to
the multiple vacancies on the Sixth
Circuit; Enrique Moreno, for a judicial
emergency vacancy in the Fifth Cir-
cuit; Elena Kagan, to one of the mul-
tiple vacancies on the District of Co-
lumbia Circuit; and Roger L. Gregory,
an outstanding nominee to another ju-
dicial emergency vacancy in the
Fourth Circuit.

I deeply regret that the Senate ad-
journed last November and left the
Fifth Circuit to deal with the crisis in
the Federal administration of justice
in Texas, Louisiana and Mississippi
without the resources that it des-
perately needs. It is a situation that I
wished we had confronted by expe-
diting consideration of nominations to
that court last year. I still hope that
the Senate will consider them this year
to help that circuit.

I continue to urge the Senate to meet
its responsibilities to all nominees, in-
cluding women and minorities. That all
of these highly qualified nominees are
being needlessly delayed is most re-
grettable. The Senate should join with
the President to confirm these well-
qualified, diverse and fair-minded
nominees to fulfill the needs of the
Federal courts around the country.

During the committee’s business
meeting on June 27, Chairman HATCH
noted that the Senate has confirmed
seven nominees to the courts of appeals
this year—as if we had done our job
and need do no more. What he failed to
note is that all seven were holdovers
who had been nominated in prior years.
Five of the seven were reported to the
Senate for action before this year, and
two had to be reported twice before the
Senate would vote on them. The Sen-
ate took more than 49 months to con-
firm Judge Richard Paez, who was
nominated back in January 1996, and
more than 26 months to confirm Mar-
sha Berzon, who was nominated in Jan-
uary 1998. Tim Dyk, who was nomi-
nated in April 1998, was confirmed after
more than two years. This is hardly a
record of prompt action of which any-
one can be proud.

Chairman HATCH then compared this
year’s total against totals from other
presidential election years. The only
year to which this can be favorably
compared was 1996 when the Repub-
lican majority in the Senate refused to
confirm even a single appellate court
judge to the Federal bench. Again, that
is hardly a comparison in which to
take pride. Let us compare to the year
1992, in which a Democratic majority
in the Senate confirmed 11 Court of Ap-
peals nominees during a Republican
President’s last year in office among
the 66 judicial confirmations for the
year. That year, the committee held
three hearings in July, two in August,
and a final hearing for judicial nomi-
nees in September. The seven judicial
nominees included in the September 24
hearing were all confirmed before ad-
journment that year—including a court
of appeals nominee. We have a long
way to go before we can think about
resting on any laurels.

Having begun so slowly in the first
half of this year, we have much more
to do before the Senate takes its final
action on judicial nominees this year.
We should be considering 20 to 30 more
judges this year, including at least an-
other half dozen for the court of ap-
peals. We cannot afford to follow the
‘‘Thurmond Rule’’ and stop acting on
these nominees now in anticipation of
the presidential election in November.
We must use all the time until adjourn-
ment to remedy the vacancies that
have been perpetuated on the courts to
the detriment of the American people
and the administration of justice. That
should be a top priority for the Senate
for the rest of this year. In the last
three months in session in 1992, be-
tween July 12 and October 8, 1992, the
Senate confirmed 32 judicial nomina-
tions. I will work with Chairman
HATCH to match that record.

One of our most important constitu-
tional responsibilities as United States
Senators is to advise and consent on
the scores of judicial nominations sent
to us to fill the vacancies on the fed-
eral courts around the country. I look
forward to our next confirmation hear-
ing and to the inclusion of qualified

candidates for some of the many vacan-
cies on our Federal Court of Appeals.

DRUNK DRIVING PER SE
STANDARD

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, now
that we have passed the Transpor-
tation Appropriations bill and it heads
to the conference committee, I strong-
ly urge my colleagues to support in
conference a provision in the bill that
would encourage states to adopt a .08
Blood-Alcohol Concentration (BAC)
level as the per se standard for drunk
driving.

This issue is not new to the Senate.
In 1998, as the Senate considered the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century, or TEA 21, 62 Senators agreed
to an almost identical provision—an
amendment that Senator LAUTENBERG
and I offered to make .08 the law of the
land. Sixty-two Senators, Mr. Presi-
dent, agreed that we needed this law
because it would save lives.

We made it clear during the debate in
1998 that .08, by itself, would not solve
the problem of drunk driving. However,
.08, along with a number of other steps
taken over the years to combat drunk
driving, would save between 500 and 600
lives annually. Let me repeat that, Mr.
President—if we add .08 to all the other
things we are doing to combat drunk
driving—we would save between 500 and
600 more lives every year.

On March 4, 1998—when the Senate
voted 62 to 32 in favor of a .08 law—the
United States Senate spoke loud and
clear. This body said that .08 should be
the uniform standard on all highways
in this country. The United States Sen-
ate said that we believe .08 will save
lives. The United States Senate said
that it makes sense to have uniform
laws, so that when a family drives from
one state to another, the same stand-
ards—the same tough laws—will apply.

But sadly, Mr. President, despite the
overwhelming vote in the Senate—de-
spite the United States Senate’s very
strong belief that .08 laws will save
lives—this provision was dropped in
conference. The conferees replaced it
with an enhanced incentive grant pro-
gram that has proven to be ineffective.
Since this grant program has been in
place, only one state—Texas—has
taken advantage of the incentives and
put a .08 law into effect.

So, here we are again—back at
square one, making the same argu-
ments we made two years ago—the
same arguments that compelled 62
United States Senators to vote in favor
of .08 legislation. Let’s not make the
same mistake this time, Mr. President.
The Senate kept the .08 provision in
the Transportation Appropriations bill
we passed last week—this time, we
need to do the right thing and keep the
provision in the conference report and
make it law once and for all.

The case for a .08 law in every state
is as compelling today as it was two
years ago when we voted on this. The
fact is that a person with a .08 Blood-

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 04:14 Jul 13, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00084 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G12JY6.039 pfrm01 PsN: S12PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6569July 12, 2000
Alcohol Concentration level is seri-
ously impaired. When a person reaches
.08, his/her vision, balance, reaction
time, hearing, judgement, and self-con-
trol are severely impaired. Moreover,
critical driving tasks, such as con-
centrated attention, speed control,
braking, steering, gear-changing and
lane-tracking, are negatively impacted
at .08.

But, beyond these facts, there are
other scientifically sound reasons to
enact a national .08 standard. First,
the risk of being in a crash increases
gradually with each blood-alcohol
level, but then rises rapidly after a
driver reaches or exceeds .08 compared
to drivers with no alcohol in their sys-
tems. The National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA) re-
ports that in single vehicle crashes, the
relative fatality risk for drivers with
BAC’s between .05 and .09 is over eleven
times greater than for drivers with
BAC’s of zero.

Second, .08 BAC laws have proven re-
sults in reducing crashes and fatalities.
Back in 1998, when Senator LAUTEN-
BERG and I, argued in support of a na-
tional .08 law, we cited a study that
compared states with .08 BAC laws and
neighboring states with .10 BAC laws.
That study found that .08 laws reduced
the overall incidence of alcohol fatali-
ties by 16% and also reduced fatalities
at higher BAC levels. During our de-
bate two years ago, the accuracy of
this report was called into question by
opponents of our amendment. Since
then, a number of different studies
have verified the findings of the origi-
nal Boston University study. I will talk
about these new studies shortly.

Third and finally, according to
NHTSA, crash statistics show that
even heavy drinkers, who account for a
large percentage of drunk driving ar-
rests, are less likely to drink and drive
because of the general deterrent effect
of .08.

Right now, Mr. President, we have a
patchwork pattern of state drunk driv-
ing laws. Forty-eight states have a per
se BAC law in effect. Thirty-one of
these states have a .10 per se standard.
Seventeen have enacted a .08 level.
With all due respect, Mr. President,
this doesn’t make sense. The opponents
of the .08 level cannot convince me
that simply crossing a state border will
make a drunk sober. For instance, just
crossing the Wilson Bridge from Vir-
ginia into Maryland would not make a
drunk driver sober.

This states’ rights debate reminds me
of what Ronald Reagan said when he
signed the minimum drinking age bill:
‘‘The problem is bigger than the indi-
vidual states . . . . It’s a grave na-
tional problem, and it touches all our
lives. With the problem so clear-cut
and the proven solution at hand, we
have no misgiving about this judicious
use of federal power.’’

The Administration has set a very
laudable goal of reducing alcohol-re-
lated motor vehicle fatalities to no
more than 11,000 by the year 2005. Mr.

President, this goal is going to be very
difficult to achieve. But, I believe that
recent history provides a road map for
how to achieve this goal. Beginning in
the late 1970’s, a national movement
began to change our country’s atti-
tudes toward drinking and driving.
This movement has helped spur state
legislatures to enact stronger drunk
driving laws; it led to tougher enforce-
ment; and it caused people to think
twice before drinking and driving. In
fact, it was this national movement
that helped me get a tough DUI law
passed in my home state of Ohio back
in 1982. In short, these efforts have
helped reverse attitudes in this coun-
try about drinking and driving—it is
now no longer ‘‘cool’’ to drink and
drive.

The reduction in alcohol-related fa-
talities since that time is not attrib-
utable to one single thing. Rather, it
was the result of a whole series of ac-
tions taken by state and federal gov-
ernment and the tireless efforts of
many organizations, such as Mothers
Against Drunk Driving, Students
Against Drunk Driving, Advocates for
Highway and Auto Safety, and many
others.

Despite all of our past efforts, alco-
hol involvement is still the single
greatest factor in motor vehicle deaths
and injuries. We must continue to take
small, but effective and proven steps
forward in the battle against drunk
driving. Passage of a national .08 blood
alcohol standard is one of these small,
effective steps.

Mr. President, how do we know that
.08 is an effective measure in com-
bating drunk driving? Earlier I cited a
Boston University study which showed
that, if all 50 states set .08 as a stand-
ard, between 500 and 600 lives would be
saved annually. A number of my col-
leagues questioned that study during
the Senate debate back in 1998. But, we
don’t need to rely on that one single
study.

Since we last debated .08, at least
three studies have been published on
this issue. The most comprehensive of
these, conducted by the Pacific Insti-
tute for Research and Evaluation, con-
cluded the following: ‘‘With regard to
.08 BAC laws, the results suggested
that these laws were associated with
8% reductions in the involvement of
both high BAC and lower BAC drivers
in fatal crashes. Combining the results
for the high and low BAC drivers, it is
estimated that 275 lives were saved by
.08 BAC laws in 1997. If all 50 states
(rather than 15 states) had such laws in
place in 1997, an additional 590 lives
could have been saved.’’ Let me repeat
that. ‘‘If all 50 states . . . had such laws
in place in 1997, an additional 590 lives
could have been saved.’’

A second study, Mr. President, con-
ducted by NHTSA, looked at eleven
states with ‘‘sufficient experience with
.08 BAC laws to conduct a meaningful
analysis.’’ This study found that ‘‘. . .
the rate of alcohol involvement in fatal
crashes declined in eight of the states

studied after the effective date of a .08
BAC law. Further, .08 BAC laws were
associated with significant reductions
in alcohol-related fatalities, alone or in
conjunction with administrative li-
cense revocation laws, in seven of elev-
en states. In five of these seven states,
implementation of the .08 BAC law,
itself, was followed by significantly
lower rates of alcohol involvement
among fatalities.’’

Finally, the third most recent study,
conducted by the Highway Safety Re-
search Center at the University of
North Carolina, evaluated the effects of
North Carolina’s .08 BAC law. Oppo-
nents of this amendment use this study
as supposed proof that .08 does not
work. But, here is what the study con-
cluded: ‘‘It appears that lowering the
BAC limit to .08% in North Carolina
did not have any clear effect on alco-
hol-related crashes. The existing down-
ward trend in alcohol-involvement
among all crashes and among more se-
rious crashes continued . . .’’ In other
words, .08 when enacted by a state that
is progressive and aggressive in its ef-
forts to deal with drinking drivers
helps to continue existing downward
trends in alcohol involvement in fatal
crashes.

Mr. President, some skeptics still
might not be convinced of the positive
effects of a national .08 BAC standard.
The General Accounting Office (GAO)
conducted a critical review of these
studies. GAO concluded that there are
‘‘strong indications that .08 BAC laws,
in combination with other drunk driv-
ing laws (particularly license revoca-
tion laws), sustained public education
and information efforts, and vigorous
and consistent enforcement can save
lives.’’ The U.S. Department of Trans-
portation (DOT), in its response to the
GAO report, concluded that ‘‘signifi-
cant reductions have been found in
most states;’’ that ‘‘consistent evi-
dence exists that .08 BAC laws, at a
minimum, add to the effectiveness of
laws and activities already in place;’’
and that ‘‘a persuasive body of evi-
dence is now available to support the
Department’s position on .08 BAC
laws.’’ The GAO responded to DOT,
stating: ‘‘Overall, we believe that
DOT’s assessment of the effectiveness
of .08 BAC laws is fairly consistent
with our own.’’

The fact is that since we last debated
this issue, all of these published studies
have reached the same conclusion: .08
laws will save lives. I urge my col-
leagues not to be fooled by the oppo-
nents’ rhetoric during conference nego-
tiations and keep the provision in tact.
The opponents attempt to demean .08
laws by saying they will not ‘‘solve the
problem of drunk driving.’’ These oppo-
nents—in the way they use the word
‘‘solve’’—are correct: .08 is not a silver
bullet. By itself, it will not end drunk
driving. However, it is exactly what
proponents have always said it was—
another proven effective step that we
can take to reduce drunk driving inju-
ries and fatalities. Make no mistake—
.08 BAC laws will save lives.
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I want to conclude by thanking my

friend from New Jersey, Senator LAU-
TENBERG, for his continued dedication
to this issue. His hard work and perse-
verance have helped bring us to the
point today where the Senate once
again has passed legislation to strongly
encourage states to enact this life-sav-
ing measure. I would also like to thank
Senator RICHARD SHELBY, the Chair-
man of the Subcommittee, for his sup-
port of the .08 measure as the Trans-
portation Appropriations bill was being
crafting; and Senator JOHN WARNER for
his continued dedication to reducing
drunk driving.

Mr. President, .08 is definitely a leg-
islative effort worth fighting for, and I
hope we will succeed this time in re-
taining the provision in the conference
report. I thank the Chair and yield the
floor.

PROJECT EXILE: THE SAFE
STREETS AND NEIGHBORHOODS
ACT

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, there
has been a lot of talk recently in this
country about gun control. It is no se-
cret that gun control measures are
very controversial and are subject to a
great deal of debate—as they should be.
But, we have to remember that in the
heat of this debate, we must not lose
sight of the real issue at hand—and
that’s gun violence. There is nothing
controversial about protecting our
children, our families, our commu-
nities by keeping guns out of the wrong
hands—keeping guns out of the hands
of criminals and violent offenders—not
law-abiding citizens, Mr. President, but
criminals.

These criminals with guns are killing
our children. They’re killing our young
adults. They’re killing our friends and
our neighbors. I am here on the floor
today because I am very troubled by
this, Mr. President, and I am troubled
by the current Administration’s han-
dling of crimes committed with guns.
Let me explain.

Right now, current law makes it a
federal crime for a convicted felon to
ever possess a firearm. So, once a per-
son is convicted of a felony, that per-
son can never again own a gun. It is
against federal law to use a gun to
commit any crime, regardless of if that
crime is otherwise a state crime. And,
under federal law, the sentences for
these kinds of crimes are mandatory—
no second chance, no parole.

In the late 1980’s, President Bush
made enforcement of these gun laws a
priority. His Justice Department told
local sheriffs, chiefs of police, and pros-
ecutors that if they caught a felon with
a gun—or if they caught someone com-
mitting a crime in which a gun was
used—the federal government would
take the case, and put that criminal
behind bars for at least five years—no
exceptions. During the last 18 months
of the Bush Administration, more than
2,000 criminals with guns were put be-
hind bars.

Consistent, effective enforcement
ended once the current Administration
took office. Between 1992 and 1998, for
example, the number of gun cases filed
for prosecution dropped from 7,048 to
about 3,807—that’s a 46 percent de-
crease. As a result, the number of fed-
eral criminal convictions for firearms
offenses has fallen dramatically.

For six years, the Justice Depart-
ment refused to prosecute those crimi-
nals who use a gun to commit state
crimes—even though the use of a gun
to commit those crimes could be
charged as a federal crime. The only
cases they would prosecute were those
in which a federal crime was already
being committed and a gun was used in
the commission of that crime.

Even worse, to this very day, some
federal gun laws are almost never en-
forced by this Administration. While
Brady law background checks have
stopped nearly 300,000 prohibited pur-
chasers of firearms from buying guns,
less than .1 percent have actually been
prosecuted.

I have repeatedly questioned Attor-
ney General Reno and her deputies
about the decline in prosecutions, and
their standard response is that the De-
partment of Justice is focusing on so-
called ‘‘high-level’’ offenders, instead
of ‘‘low-level’’ offenders, who commit
one crime with a gun. They say that
they want to prosecute the few sharks
at the top rather than the numerous
guppies at the bottom of the criminal
enterprise. With all due respect, that’s
nonsense.

Attorney General Reno recently said
that she would aggressively prosecute
armed criminals, but only if they com-
mit a violent crime. Again, that type
of law enforcement policy just doesn’t
make sense. Current law prohibits vio-
lent felons from possessing guns, and
so we should aggressively prosecute
these cases to take guns away from
violent criminals—before they use
those guns to injure and kill people.
It’s that simple.

Mr. President, we have often heard
that six percent of the criminals com-
mit 70 percent of the crimes—six per-
cent of the criminals commit 70 per-
cent of the crimes. Well, if you have a
violent criminal who illegally pos-
sesses a gun, I can bet you that he is
part of that six percent! He’s one of the
bad guys—and we should put him away
before he has a chance to use that gun
again.

Mr. President, we need to take all of
these armed criminals off the streets.
That is how we can reduce crime and
save lives. Why wait for armed crimi-
nals to commit more and more heinous
crimes before we prosecute them to the
full extent of the law? Why wait, when
we can do something before another
Ohioan—or any American—becomes a
victim of gun violence?

We shouldn’t wait, Mr. President.
That’s why the House of Representa-
tives recently passed legislation that
would increase gun prosecutions. And
that’s why, along with a number of my

colleagues, including Senators ABRA-
HAM, SANTORUM, WARNER, SESSIONS,
HELMS, ASHCROFT, and HUTCHINSON
from Arkansas, we have introduced the
companion to the House-passed bill—a
bill that offers the kind of practical so-
lution we need to thwart gun crimes.

Our bill—called ‘‘Project Exile: The
Safe Streets and Neighbors Act of
2000’’—would provide $100 million in
grants over five years to those states
that agree to enact their own manda-
tory minimum five-year jail sentences
for armed criminals who use or possess
an illegal gun. As an alternative, a
state can also qualify for the grants by
turning armed criminals over for fed-
eral prosecution under existing fire-
arms laws. Therefore, a state has the
option of prosecuting armed felons in
state or federal courts. Qualifying
states can use their grants for any va-
riety of purposes that would strength-
en their criminal or juvenile justice
systems’ ability to deal with violent
criminals.

This approach works, Mr. President.
In Virginia, for example, the state in-
stituted a program in 1997, also called
‘‘Project Exile.’’ Their program is
based on one simple principle: Any
criminal caught with a gun will serve a
minimum mandatory sentence of five
years in prison. Period. End of story.
As a result, gun-toting criminals are
being prosecuted six times faster, and
serving sentences up to four times
longer than they otherwise would
under state law. Moreover, the homi-
cide rate in Richmond already has
dropped 40 percent!

Every state should have the oppor-
tunity to implement Project Exile in
their high-crime communities. The bill
that we have introduced will make this
proven, commonsense approach to re-
ducing gun violence available to every
state. It will take guns out of the
hands of violent criminals. It will
make our neighborhoods safer. It will
save lives.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to support and pass this legis-
lation. It’s time to protect our chil-
dren, our families, and our country
from armed and dangerous criminals.
It’s time to get guns out of the wrong
hands. It’s time we take back our
neighborhoods and our communities
from the criminals and take action to
stop gun-toting criminals.

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the

close of business yesterday, Tuesday,
July 11, 2000, the Federal debt stood at
$5,665,065,032,353.04 (Five trillion, six
hundred sixty-five billion, sixty-five
million, thirty-two thousand, three
hundred fifty-three dollars and four
cents).

Five years ago, July 11, 1995, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $4,925,464,000,000
(Four trillion, nine hundred twenty-
five billion, four hundred sixty-four
million).

Ten years ago, July 11, 1990, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $3,149,532,000,000
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(Three trillion, one hundred forty-nine
billion, five hundred thirty-two mil-
lion).

Fifteen years ago, July 11, 1985, the
Federal debt stood at $1,793,175,000,000
(One trillion, seven hundred ninety-
three billion, one hundred seventy-five
million).

Twenty-five years ago, July 11, 1975,
the Federal debt stood at
$531,808,000,000 (Five hundred thirty-one
billion, eight hundred eight million)
which reflects a debt increase of more
than $5 trillion—$5,133,257,032,353.04
(Five trillion, one hundred thirty-three
billion, two hundred fifty-seven mil-
lion, thirty-two thousand, three hun-
dred fifty-three dollars and four cents)
during the past 25 years.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

200TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
TOWN OF JACKSON, NEW HAMP-
SHIRE

∑ Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask my
Senate colleagues to join me in com-
memorating the Town of Jackson, New
Hampshire on the occasion of its Bicen-
tennial and in appreciation of the con-
tributions its citizens have made to our
nation. Jackson is the only New Hamp-
shire town celebrating its Bicentennial
in the Year 2000.

Founded by settlers as New Madbury
circa 1775 and incorporated on Decem-
ber 4, 1800, Jackson proudly traces its
roots deep into the history of our state
and nation. Originally named Adams,
in honor of then President John
Adams, Jackson selected its current
name on July 4, 1829 to honor President
Andrew Jackson. It is here, settled
gently into the awe inspiring beauty of
New Hampshire’s Presidential Moun-
tain Range, at the foot of Mount Wash-
ington, where Jackson, a quiet farming
community with an abundance of open
space and spectacular scenic views,
evolved into a popular American resort
destination for artists and summer va-
cationers.

The centuries have been bridged by
generations of old and new Jackson
families. Today, visitors come year
round, joining local residents, to enjoy
its pastoral vistas, timeless ridge lines,
wild and scenic rivers, covered bridge,
water falls, white steepled church,
mountains, rolling farmland and out-
door recreation amidst the magnifi-
cence and splendor of New Hampshire’s
world famous White Mountain National
Forest.

On the occasion of its 200th Birthday
in the Year 2000 please join me to
proudly salute and celebrate Jackson,
New Hampshire, a classic American
community with a unique character,
spirit and old world charm which has
enriched the State of New Hampshire
and our Nation.∑

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE
At 11:22 a.m., a message from the

House of Representatives, delivered by

Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bills, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 894: An act to encourage States to in-
carcerate individuals convicted of murder,
rape, or child molestation.

H.R. 3909: An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 4691 South Cottage Grove Avenue in Chi-
cago, Illinois, as the ‘‘Henry W. McGee Post
Office Building.’’

H.R. 4063: An act to establish the Rosie the
Riveter-World War II Home Front National
Historical Park in the State of California,
and for other purposes.

H.R. 4391: An act to amend title 4 of the
United States Code to establish sourcing re-
quirements for State and local taxation of
mobile telecommunications services.

H.R. 4442: An act to establish a commission
to promote awareness of the National Wild-
life Refuge System among the American
public as the System celebrates its centen-
nial anniversary in 2003, and for other pur-
poses.

H.R. 4461: An act making appropriations
for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration and Related Agen-
cies programs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes.

H.R. 4528: An act to establish an under-
graduate grant program of the Department
of State to assist students of limited finan-
cial means from the United States to pursue
studies at foreign institutions of higher edu-
cation.

H.R. 4579: An act to provide for the ex-
change of certain lands within the State of
Utah.

H.R. 4658: An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 301 Green Street in Fayetteville, North
Carolina, as the ‘‘J.L. Dawkins Post Office
Building.’’

H.R. 4681: An act to provide for the adjust-
ment of status of certain Syrian nationals.

The message also announced that the
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolution, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 253: Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress strongly
objecting to any effort to expel the Holy See
from the United Nations as a state partici-
pant by removing its status as a Permanent
Observer.

H. Con. Res. 348: Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing condemnation of the use of children
as soldiers and expressing the belief that the
United States should support and, where pos-
sible, lead efforts to end this abuse of human
rights.

At 4:50 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bill, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 4810. An act to provide for reconcili-
ation pursuant to section 103(a)(1) of the con-
current resolution on the budget for fiscal
year 2001.

At 9:40 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
one of its reading clerks, announced
that the House disagreed to the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
4576) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2001, and for
other purposes, and agree to the con-

ference asked by the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on; and appoints Mr. LEWIS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr.
SKEEN, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. BONILLA, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. DICKS, Mr.
SABO, Mr. DIXON, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, and Mr. OBEY, as
the managers of the conference on the
part of the House.

The message also announced that the
House has passed the following bill,
without amendment:

S. 1892. An act to authorize the acquisition
of the Valles Caldera, to provide for an effec-
tive land and wildlife management program
for this resource within the Department of
Agriculture, and for other purposes.

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 3909. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 4601 South Cottage Grove Avenue in Chi-
cago, Illinois, as the ‘‘Henry W. McGee Post
Office Building’’; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

H.R. 4063. An act to establish the Rosie the
Riveter-World War II Home Front National
Historical Park in the State of California,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

H.R. 4391. An act to amend title 4 of the
United States Code to establish sourcing re-
quirements for State and local taxation of
mobile telecommunication services.

H.R. 4442. An act to establish a commission
to promote awareness of the National Wild-
life Refuge System among the American
public as the System celebrates its centen-
nial anniversary in 2003, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

H.R. 4528. An act to establish an under-
graduate grant program of the Department
of State to assist students of limited finan-
cial means from the United States to pursue
studies at foreign institutions of higher edu-
cation; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

H.R. 4579. An act to provide for the ex-
change of certain lands within the State of
Utah; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

H.R. 4658. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 301 Green Street in Fayetteville, North
Carolina, as the ‘‘J.L. Dawkins Post Office
Building’’; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

H.R. 4681. An act to provide for the adjust-
ment of status of certain Syrian nationals.

The following concurrent resolution
was read, and referred as indicated:

H. Con. Res. 348. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing condemnation of the use of children
as soldiers and expressing the belief that the
United States should support and, where pos-
sible, lead efforts to end this abuse of human
rights; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following bills were read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and placed on the calendar:
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H.R. 4461. An act making appropriations

for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration and Related Agen-
cies programs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes.

H.R. 4810. An act to provide for reconcili-
ation pursuant to section 103(a)(1) of the con-
current resolution on the budget for fiscal
year 2001.

The following concurrent resolution
was read, and placed on the calendar:

H. Con. Res. 253. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress strongly
objecting to any effort to expel the Holy See
from the United Nations as a state partici-
pant by removing its status as a Permanent
Observer.

MEASURE READ THE FIRST TIME

The following bill was read the first
time by unanimous consent:

H.R. 894. An act to encourage States to in-
carcerate individuals convicted of murder,
rape, or child molestation.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC–9625. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report entitled ‘‘National Water Quality In-
ventory for 1998’’; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

EC–9626. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Congressional Affairs, Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Elimination of the Requirement for Non-
combustible Fire Barrier Penetration Seal
Materials and Other Minor Changes’’ (RIN
3150–AG22) received on June 21, 2000; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC–9627. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Congressional Affairs, Nu-
clear Material Safety and Safeguards, Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘List of Approved Spent Fuel Storage Casks:
VSC–24 Revision’’ received on June 23, 2000;
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works.

EC–9628. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Congressional Affairs, Nu-
clear Material Safety and Safeguards, Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘List of Approved Spent Fuel Storage Casks:
Standardized NUHOMS–24P and NUHOMS–
52B Revision’’ received on June 23, 2000; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC–9629. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works),
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
concerning the ready reserve status of the
Hopper Dredge Wheeler; to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works.

EC–9630. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works),
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report en-
titled ‘‘Navigation Improvements Final In-
terim Feasibility and Environmental Assess-
ment’’; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC–9631. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works),

transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
concerning a project for ecosystem and wet-
land restoration at the Hamilton Army Air-
field; to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

EC–9632. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works),
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
concerning a hurricane and storm damage
reduction and ecosystem restoration project
for Townsends Inlet to Cape May Inlet, New
Jersey; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC–9633. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works),
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
concerning a project for hurricane and storm
damage reduction for the communities of
Bethany Beach and South Bethany, Sussex
County, Delaware; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works.

EC–9634. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs),
transmitting the report on portability of
Tricare Prime Benefits; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC–9635. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Defense Procurement, (OUSD (AT&L)
DP (DAR)), Department of Defense, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Reporting Requirements Update’’
(DFARS Case 2000–D001) received on June 21,
2000; to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC–9636. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Defense Procurement, (OUSD (AT&L)
DP (DAR)), Department of Defense, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Uncompensated Overtime Source
Selection Factor’’ (DFARS Case 2000–D013)
received on June 21, 2000; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

EC–9637. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Defense Procurement, (OUSD (AT&L)
DP (DAR)), Department of Defense, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Production Surveillance and Re-
porting’’ (DFARS Case 99–D026) received on
June 21, 2000; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC–9638. A communication from the Under
Secretary of the Navy, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a report relative to the
Navy Marine Corps Intranet services; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

EC–9639. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of the Reserve Forces Policy
Board for fiscal year 1999; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

EC–9640. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs),
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to the Military Health System; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

EC–9641. A communication from the Assist-
ant General counsel for Regulatory Law, Of-
fice of Environment, Safety and Health, De-
partment of Energy, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘DOE
Standard; Nuclear Explosive Safety Study
Process’’ (DOE–STD–3015–97) received on
June 29, 2000; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC–9642. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report relative to the demilitariza-
tion and disposal of conventional munitions,
rockets, and explosives; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC–9643. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulations Policy and Manage-
ment Staff, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Sunscreen Drug Products for
Over-the-Counter Human Use; Final Mono-
graph; Extension of Effective Date; Reopen-
ing of Administrative Record’’ (RIN 78N–
0038) received on June 21, 2000; to the Com-

mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

EC–9644. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulations Policy and Manage-
ment Staff, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Prescription Drug Mar-
keting Act of 1987; Prescription Drug Amend-
ments of 1992; Policies, Requirements, and
Administrative Procedures; Delay of Effec-
tive Date; Reopening of Administrative
Record’’ (RIN 0905–AC81) received on June 21,
2000; to the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

EC–9645. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulations Policy and Manage-
ment Staff, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Indirect Food Additives: Ad-
hesives and Components of Coatings; Tech-
nical Amendment’’ (RIN 92F–0043) received
on June 21, 2000; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC–9646. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulations Policy and Manage-
ment Staff, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘General Hospital and Per-
sonal use Devices; Classification of the Sub-
cutaneous, Implanted, Intravascular Infusion
Port and Catheter and the Percutaneous, Im-
planted, Long-term Intravascular Catheter’’
(RIN 99N–2099) received on June 21, 2000; to
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions.

EC–9647. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulations, Office
of Student Financial Assistance, Department
of Education, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Student Assist-
ance General Provisions, Federal Family
Educational Loan Program, William D. Ford
Federal Direct Loan Program, and State
Student Incentive Grant Program’’ received
on June 21, 2000; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC–9648. A communication from the Office
of Elementary and Secondary Education, De-
partment of Education, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Na-
tive Hawaiian Curriculum Development,
Teacher Training and Recruitment Train-
ing’’ received on June 21, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

EC–9649. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Railroad Retirement Board,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report on
the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Sys-
tem for the calendar year 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

EC–9650. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Railroad Retirement Board,
transmitting, pursuant to law the report en-
titled ‘‘Twenty-First Actuarial Valuation of
the Assets and Liabilities Under the Rail-
road Retirement Acts as of December 31,
1998’’; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

EC–9651. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulations Policy and Manage-
ment Staff, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Ophthalmic Drug Products
for Over-the-Counter Human Use; Amend-
ment to Final Monograph’’ (RIN 0910–AA01)
received on June 29, 2000; to the Committee
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC–9652. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulations Policy and Manage-
ment Staff, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Over-the-Counter Human
Drugs; Labeling Requirements; Partial Ex-
tension of Compliance Dates’’ (RIN 0910–
AA79) received on June 29, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.
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EC–9653. A communication from the Direc-

tor of the Regulations Policy and Manage-
ment Staff, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Indirect Food Additives: Ad-
juvants, Production Aids, and Sanitizers:
Technical Amendment’’ (RIN 99F–1421) re-
ceived on June 29, 2000; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC–9654. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulations Policy and Manage-
ment Staff, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Medical Devices; Anesthesi-
ology Devices; Classification of Devices to
Relieve Upper Airway Obstruction’’ (RIN
00P–1117) received on June 29, 2000; to the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

EC–9655. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Office of Workforce Secu-
rity, Employment and Training Administra-
tion, Department of Labor, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Unemployment Insurance Program Letters
34–97 and 25–00’’ received on June 29, 2000; to
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions.

EC–9656. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation enti-
tled ‘‘Assets for Independence Act Amend-
ments of 2000’’; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC–9657. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Services,
Office of Management, Department of Edu-
cation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Final Regula-
tions—Family Educational Rights and Pri-
vacy’’ received on July 5, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

EC–9658. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulations Policy and Manage-
ment Staff, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Indirect Food Additives:
Paper and Paperboard Components’’ (RIN
94F–0185 and 95F–0111) received on July 10,
2000; to the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

EC–9659. A communication from the Pro-
gram Manager, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco
and Firearms, Department of Treasury,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Implementation of the
Model Regulations for the Control of the
International Movement of Firearms, Their
Parts and Components, and Ammunition’’
(RIN 1512–AC02) received on June 20, 2000; to
the Committee on Finance.

EC–9660. A communication from the Chief
of the Regulations Branch, U.S. Customs
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Guidelines for the Imposition and
Mitigation of Penalties for Violation of 19
U.S.C. 1592’’ (RIN 1515–AC08) received on
June 20, 2000; to the Committee on Finance.

EC–9661. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a notification relative to the
International Trade Commission; to the
Committee on Finance.

EC–9662. A communication from Chief of
the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue
Service, Department of Treasury, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Modification of Rev. Proc. 99–18 (Sec-
tions 1001 and 1275)’’ (Revenue Procedure
2000–29) received on June 23, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

EC–9663. A communication from Chief of
the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue
Service, Department of Treasury, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Weighted Average Interest Rate Up-

date’’ (Notice 2000–31) received on June 26,
2000; to the Committee on Finance.

EC–9664. A communication from Chief of
the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue
Service, Department of Treasury, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Notice 2000–35: Effect of Reorganiza-
tion of the Office of Chief Counsel on Letter
Ruling and Technical Advice Programs’’
(OGI–111483–00) received on June 26, 2000; to
the Committee on Finance.

EC–9665. A communication from Chief of
the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue
Service, Department of Treasury, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Rev. Proc. 2000–30 Bank Premiums’’
(Rev. Rul 2000–30) received on June 26, 2000;
to the Committee on Finance.

EC–9666. A communication from the Social
Security Administration Regulations Offi-
cer, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Denial of Supple-
mental Security Income (SSI) Benefits for
Fugitive Felons and Probation and Parole
Violators’’ (RIN 0960–AE77) received on June
27, 2000; to the Committee on Finance.

EC–9667. A communication from Chief of
the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue
Service, Department of Treasury, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘April–June 2000 Bond Factor
Amounts’’ (Revenue Ruling 2000–31) received
on June 27, 2000; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

EC–9668. A communication from Chief of
the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue
Service, Department of Treasury, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Rev. Rul. 2000–34 BLS–LIFO Depart-
ment Store Indexes—May 2000’’ (Rev. Rul
2000–34) received on June 29, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

EC–9669. A communication from Chief of
the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue
Service, Department of Treasury, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Guidance Regarding Claims for Cer-
tain Income Tax Convention Benefits’’ (RIN
1545–AV10(TD8889)) received on June 30, 2000;
to the Committee on Finance.

EC–9670. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report concerning emigration
laws and policies of Armenia, Azerbaijan,
Georgia, Kazakhstan, Moldova, The Russian
Federation, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan,
Ukraine, and Uzbekistan; to the Committee
on Finance.

EC–9671. A communication from the Chief
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘TD: Definition of Grantor’’ (RIN
1545–AX25 TD8890) received on July 5, 2000; to
the Committee on Finance.

EC–9672. A communication from the Chief
of the Regulations Branch, Customs Service,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Country of Origin Marking Rules for Tex-
tiles and Textile Products Advanced in
Value, Improved in Condition, Or Assembled
Abroad’’ (T.D. 00–44) received on July 6, 2000;
to the Committee on Finance.

EC–9673. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a proclamation to amend the
Generalized System of Preferences con-
cerning Belarus; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

EC–9674. A communication from the Regu-
lations Officer of the Social Security Admin-
istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Determining Dis-
ability and Blindness; Substantial Gainful
Activity Guides; Final Rules’’ (RIN 0960–
AB73; 55A–147F) received on July 10, 2000.

EC–9675. A communication from the Regu-
lations Officer of the Social Security Admin-

istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Administrative
Procedure for Imposing Penalties for False
or Misleading Statements’’ (RIN 0960–AF20)
received on July 10, 2000.

EC–9676. A communication from the Chief
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Targeted Jobs Tax Credit Settle-
ment Announcement’’ (Announcement 2000–
58) received on July 10, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

EC–9677. A communication from the Chief
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘IRA income calculation’’ (Notice
2000–39) received on July 10, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

EC–9678. A communication from the Acting
Chair of the Federal Subsistence Board, Fish
and Wildlife Service, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Subsistence Manage-
ment Regulations for Public Lands in Alas-
ka, Subpart C and D –2000–2001 Subsistence
Taking of Fish and Wildlife Regulations’’
(RIN 1018–AF74) received on June 21, 2000; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC–9679. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Law, Of-
fice of Environment Safety and Health, De-
partment of Energy, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Supple-
mentary Guidance and Design Experience for
the Fusion Safety Standards DOE–STD–6002–
96 and DOE–STD–6003–96’’ (DOE–HDBK–6004–
99) received on June 21, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC–9680. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Law, Of-
fice of Environment Safety and Health, De-
partment of Energy, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Writer’s
Guide for Technical Procedures’’ (DOE–STD–
1029–92, Change Notice No. 1) received on
June 21, 2000; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

EC–9681. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Law, Of-
fice of Environment Safety and Health, De-
partment of Energy, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘DOE
Handbook; Radiological Worker Training’’
(DOE–HDBK–1130–98) received on June 21,
2000; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The following petitions and memo-
rials were laid before the Senate and
were referred or ordered to lie on the
table as indicated:

POM–549. A petition from a Member of the
U.S. House of Representatives relative to the
Environmental Protection Agency and the
proposed cleanup plan for the Stauffer
Superfund site in Tarpon Springs, Florida; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

POM–550. A petition from the U.S. Sen-
ators from the State of New York relative to
the Environmental Protection Agency and
ocean disposal criteria; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. THOMPSON, from the Committee
on Governmental Affairs, without amend-
ment:
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S. 2386: A bill to extend the Stamp Out

Breast Cancer Act (Rept. No. 106–338).
By Mr. McCAIN, from the Committee on

Commerce, Science, and Transportation,
with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute:

S. 1911: A bill to conserve Atlantic highly
migratory species of fish, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 106–339).

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an
amendment:

S. 1998: A bill to establish the Yuma Cross-
ing National Heritage Area (Rept. No. 106–
340).

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, with
amendments:

S. 2247: A bill to establish the Wheeling Na-
tional Heritage Area in the State of West
Virginia, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
106–341).

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute and
an amendment to the title:

H.R. 940: A bill to establish the Lacka-
wanna Heritage Valley American Heritage
Area (Rept. No. 106–342).

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

S. 2787: A bill to reauthorize the Federal
programs to prevent violence against
women, and for other purposes.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. ROBB:
S. 2850. A bill to reduce illegal drug-related

crimes in our Nation’s communities by pro-
viding additional Federal funds to develop
and implement community policing and
prosecutorial initiatives that address prob-
lems associated with the production, manu-
facture, distribution, importation, and use of
illegal drugs; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. CLELAND (for himself and Mr.
JEFFORDS):

S. 2851. A bill to require certain informa-
tion from the President before certain de-
ployments of the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr.
TORRICELLI):

S. 2852. A bill to provide for the adjustment
of status of certain Syrian nationals; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GRASSLEY:
S. 2853. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow distributions to be
made from certain pension plans before the
participant is served from employment; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. ALLARD:
S. 2854. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Fructooligosaccharides (FOS); to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. TORRICELLI:
S. 2855. A bill to amend the Public Health

Service Act to provide for the establishment
of a national program of autism registries;
to the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. HELMS:
S. 1856. A bill to provide for the establish-

ment of a new international television serv-
ice under the Broadcasting Board of Gov-
ernors to replace Worldnet and BOA–TV to
ensure that international television broad-

casts of the United States Government effec-
tively represent the United States and its
policies; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr.
TORRICELLI, and Mr. KOHL):

S. 2857. A bill to amend title 11, United
States Code, to exclude personally identifi-
able information from the assets of a debtor
in bankruptcy; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself and
Mrs. LINCOLN):

S. Con. Res. 130. Concurrent resolution es-
tablishing a special task force to recommend
an appropriate recognition for the slave la-
borers who worked on the construction of
the United States Capitol; to the Committee
on Rules and Administration.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. ROBB:
S. 2850. A bill to reduce illegal drug-

related crimes in our Nation’s commu-
nities by providing additional Federal
funds to develop and implement com-
munity policing and prosecutorial ini-
tiatives that address problems associ-
ated with the production, manufacture,
distribution, importation, and use of il-
legal drugs; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
THE COMMUNITY ORIENTED POLICING SERVICES

AGAINST DRUGS ACT

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I have vis-
ited the Carver Neighborhood of Rich-
mond in my state. This neighborhood
is a low-income community that
thanks to collaborative efforts among
the community, city, and federal gov-
ernment, has seen a tremendous de-
crease in crime, helping to spur a
major community revitalization.

We’ve seen this trend more and more
in cities and communities across
America. Much has been accomplished
in our efforts to revitalize our commu-
nities—but more needs to be done. We
should build on our past successes and
focus our resources on keeping our
children safe and our neighborhoods
free of fear. We should take what we
know works and apply it in our fight
against illegal drugs.

It is in this spirit, Mr. President,
that I rise to introduce the Community
Oriented Policing Services Against
Drugs Act. As part of our continuing
battle against the proliferation of
drugs in our nation’s communities, my
bill seeks to provide $500 million over
five years in federal funds from the
COPS Program to state and local law
enforcement authorities across the
country to eliminate or reduce drug
crime in America. We know the COPS
Program works, and I’m proud to have
expanded it to provide our schools with
more than 2,600 police officers to com-
bat school violence.

Specifically, this new program will
provide federal funds to hire 1,950 more
police officers to enhance existing com-
munity policing initiatives throughout
approximately 65 cities across the
country. Newly hired police officers
will be charged with developing and
implementing community policing ini-
tiatives to combat the production,
manufacture, distribution, importa-
tion, or use of illegal drugs in our com-
munities.

There are dozens of cities across the
country, such as Richmond, Norfolk,
and Williamsburg in my state, that are
committed to providing a safe environ-
ment for citizens to live, work and
raise a family but need additional re-
sources to help eliminate drug traf-
ficking and drug-related crime, includ-
ing violent crime. This legislation will
build upon the successful COPS Pro-
gram and focus an aspect of its commu-
nity policing initiatives against the
scourge of illegal drugs in our neigh-
borhoods.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this legislation be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 2850
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Community
Oriented Policing Services Against Drugs
Act’’.
SEC. 2. COMMUNITY ORIENTED POLICING SERV-

ICES AGAINST DRUGS.
Part Q of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-

trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C.
3796dd et seq.) is amended by adding at the
end the following:
‘‘SEC. 1710. COMMUNITY ORIENTED POLICING

SERVICES AGAINST DRUGS.
‘‘(a) ELIGIBLE COMMUNITY DEFINED.—In this

section, the term ‘‘eligible community’’
means communities identified by the Attor-
ney General under subsection (c).

‘‘(b) AWARD OF GRANTS.—The Attorney
General may award grants in accordance
with this part—

‘‘(1) to local law enforcement agencies lo-
cated in eligible communities, which shall be
used for programs, projects, and activities—

‘‘(A) to hire additional community policing
officers and civilian personnel to aggres-
sively investigate drug-related crimes; and

‘‘(B) to pay overtime to existing law en-
forcement officers, to the extent such over-
time is devoted to community policing ef-
forts with respect to drug-related crimes;
and

‘‘(2) to State and local prosecutors’ offices
located in eligible communities and to pros-
ecution programs in eligible communities
that augment community policing programs,
which shall be used to assist in the aggres-
sive prosecution of drug-related crimes.

‘‘(c) IDENTIFICATION OF ELIGIBLE COMMU-
NITIES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General
shall identify eligible communities for pur-
poses of subsection (a)(4), based on—

‘‘(A) the extent to which the community is
a center of illegal drug production, manufac-
turing, importation, distribution, or use;

‘‘(B) the extent to which State and local
law enforcement and prosecutorial authori-
ties have committed resources to the illegal
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drug problem in the community, thereby in-
dicating a need for additional Federal re-
sources to combat issues related to the prev-
alence of illegal drugs;

‘‘(C) the extent to which illegal drug-re-
lated activities in the community have an
adverse impact on other communities in the
Nation; and

‘‘(D) the extent to which additional Fed-
eral resources would assist, eliminate, or re-
duce illegal drug-related activities in the
community.

‘‘(2) USE OF CERTAIN DATA.—In carrying out
paragraph (1), the Attorney General shall
utilize information from national data
sources (including the Uniform Crime Re-
ports of the Federal Bureau of Investigation
and the Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring
(ADAM) program of the National Institute of
Justice), including data relating to—

‘‘(A) the number of arrests for drug posses-
sion or drug sale in the community;

‘‘(B) the number of arrests for drug-related
crime in the community; and

‘‘(C) the number of arrestees testing posi-
tive for illegal drug use in the community.

‘‘(d) SMALL COMMUNITY PREFERENCE.—In
awarding grants under this section, the At-
torney General may set aside 20 percent of
award grants to applicants located in eligi-
ble communities with a population of less
than 35,000.

‘‘(e) FUNDING.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of this title, of the amount made
available to carry out this part, a total of
$500,000,000 shall be used to carry out this
section for fiscal years 2001 through 2005.’’.

By Mr. GRASSLEY:
S. 2853. A bill to amend the Internal

Revenue Code of 1986 to allow distribu-
tions to be made from certain pension
plans before the participant is severed
from employment; to the Committee
on Finance.

PHASED RETIREMENT PROGRAMS FACILITATED

∑ Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
today I am introducing a bill to amend
the Internal Revenue Code. My bill will
facilitate phased retirement programs.
In April I held a hearing in the Special
Committee on Aging. The subject of
the hearing was employment of older
workers. Several experts told us what
could be done to encourage older indi-
viduals to remain in the labor market.
In today’s tight labor markets, older
workers are in great demand. Employ-
ers have numerous strategies to at-
tract and retain them—one of those is
phased retirement.

At our hearing, several witnesses tes-
tified that statutory changes to permit
phased retirement programs would be
helpful. One of those witnesses was Ms.
September Dau from the Iowa Lakes
Rural Electric Cooperative in
Estherville, Iowa. Ms. Dau noted that
the average age of the workforce at her
Rural Electric Cooperative is high.
Skilled workers are hard to come by
and Iowa Lakes has implemented a
phased retirement program in order to
retain older workers. But they would
like the comfort of knowing that their
program is sanctioned.

Phased retirement allows a worker to
wind down his or her career, by work-
ing part-time and retiring part-time. It
helps many people maintain their in-
come level rather than quitting work
all at once. Financially, it can allow an

individual to postpone the time when
he or she has to draw down retirement
savings. A study performed by Watson
Wyatt Worldwide concluded that 16
percent of larger companies already
offer phased retirement in some form
and another 28 percent show a mod-
erate to high level of interest in offer-
ing it in the next two years. But plan
sponsors have worries about running
afoul of the ‘‘in-service distribution’’
rules. Tax rules bar employees from re-
ceiving pension distributions before
they reach a pension’s normal retire-
ment age, which is usually pegged to
Social Security. That rule makes it
difficult for those who wish to retire
gradually and use reduced pension pay-
ments to augment reduced pay. It also
helps circumvent the ‘‘do-it-yourself’’
phased retirement that some workers
are forced into where they retire one
day from their long-term employer and
go to work the next day for someone
else. This bill is designed to overcome
those problems. At the same time, this
provision is completely voluntary and
so will not burden plan sponsors.

As I said, we heard from witnesses
who supported phased retirement pro-
grams. I mentioned September Dau
from the Iowa Lakes Rural Electric Co-
operative. But another one was our
friend and colleague, Congressman
EARL POMEROY of North Dakota. Con-
gressman POMEROY told the Committee
that phased retirement programs
should be allowed as a way of increas-
ing the attractiveness of defined ben-
efit pension plans. Phased retirement
programs could also make defined ben-
efit plans more adaptable to the human
resource needs of plan sponsors. This is
important to Congressman POMEROY
because he is introducing a phased re-
tirement bill that is identical to mine.

Defined benefit plans provide a
stream of payments to retirees. They
can go a long way to supplementing
Social Security. But defined benefit
plans are on the decline, especially
among small businesses, whose employ-
ees are the least likely group to be cov-
ered by any form of retirement plan.
We know that life expectancy is in-
creasing. We also know that Americans
are not saving enough to maintain
their standard of living in retirement.
By making defined benefit plans more
attractive to employers and workers—
such as by facilitating phased retire-
ment—we are helping to improve the
lives of everyday American people.

I hope that this bill is one step in
that direction.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of the bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 2853
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. CERTAIN PENSION DISTRIBUTIONS

ALLOWED BEFORE SEVERANCE
FROM EMPLOYMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 401(a) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to

qualified pension, profit-sharing, and stock
bonus plans) is amended by inserting after
paragraph (34) the following new paragraph:

‘‘(35) DISTRIBUTION PRIOR TO SEVERANCE
FROM EMPLOYMENT.—A trust forming part of
a defined benefit plan (or a defined contribu-
tion plan which is subject to the funding
standards of section 412) shall not constitute
a qualified trust under this section if the
plan provides a distribution to a participant
who has not been severed from employment
and the distribution is made before the ear-
liest of the following with respect to the par-
ticipant:

‘‘(A) Normal retirement age (as defined in
section 411(a)(8)).

‘‘(B) Attainment of age 591⁄2.
‘‘(C) The date the participant completes 30

years of service.’’
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment

made by this section shall apply to years be-
ginning after December 31, 2000.∑

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr.
TORRICELLI, and Mr. KOHL):

S. 2857. A bill to amend title 11,
United States Code, to exclude person-
ally identifiable information from the
assets of a debtor in bankruptcy; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
PRIVACY POLICY ENFORCEMENT IN BANKRUPTCY

ACT

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today I
am introducing legislation, with my
friend from New Jersey, Senator
TORRICELLI, to protect the personal pri-
vacy of consumers whose information
is held by firms filing for bankruptcy
protection.

The Privacy Policy Enforcement in
Bankruptcy Act would prohibit the
sale of personally identifiable informa-
tion held by a failed business if the sale
or disclosure of the personal informa-
tion would violate the privacy policy of
the debtor in effect when the personal
information was collected. Personally
identifiable information, under our leg-
islation, includes name, address, e-mail
address, telephone number, Social Se-
curity number, credit card number,
date of birth and any other identifier
that permits the physical or online
contacting of a specific individual.

This legislation is needed because the
customer databases of failed Internet
firms now can be sold during bank-
ruptcy, even in violation of the firm’s
stated privacy policy. That is wrong.

Toysmart.com, for example, an on-
line toy store, recently filed for bank-
ruptcy and its databases and customer
lists were put up for sale as part of the
liquidation of the firm’s assets. This
personal customer information was put
on the auction block even though
Toysmart.com promised otherwise on
its web page.

Toysmart.com’s web site states that
‘‘personal information voluntarily sub-
mitted by visitors to our site, such as
name, address, billing information and
shopping preferences, is never shared
with a third party.’’ Toysmart.com’s
privacy statement continues: ‘‘When
you register with toysmart.com, you
can rest assured that your information
will never be shared with a third
party.’’

But on June 8, 2000, one day before
filing for bankruptcy, Toysmart.com
advertised in the Wall Street Journal
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to sell its customer lists and databases.
That was a clear violation of
Toysmart.com’s web site privacy pol-
icy. The Federal Trade Commission has
filed suit against Toysmart.com for
this violation and I commend the FTC
for its action.

Yesterday, the Walt Disney Com-
pany, the parent company of
Toysmart.com, announced that it
would try to purchase Toysmart.com’s
customer information from the bank-
ruptcy court. I applaud Disney for tak-
ing this step. There is no guarantee,
however, that Disney will be the top
bidder for this information and other
corporate parents may not be as re-
sponsible if one of their subsidiaries
fails. Indeed, two other failed web busi-
nesses, Boo.com and Craftshop.com,
have reportedly sought buyers for its
personal customer data.

That is why this Congress should
pass the Privacy Policy Enforcement
in Bankruptcy Act this year. Con-
sumers deserve this privacy protection.

Mr. President, it is wrong to use our
nation’s bankruptcy laws as an excuse
to violate a customer’s personal pri-
vacy. Customers have a right to expect
an online firm to adhere to its privacy
policies whether it is making a profit
or has filed for bankruptcy.

I commend Senator TORRICELLI for
joining with me to introduce the Pri-
vacy Policy Enforcement in Bank-
ruptcy Act. Our legislation will close
this loophole in the Bankruptcy Code
and ensure that online and offline
firms keep their promises to protect
the personal privacy of their cus-
tomers.

I urge my colleagues to support this
basic privacy protection legislation.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 682

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 682, a bill to implement the
Hague Convention on Protection of
Children and Co-operation in Respect
of Intercounty Adoption, and for other
purposes.

S. 954

At the request of Mr. SMITH of New
Hampshire, the name of the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 954, a bill to amend
title 18, United States Code, to protect
citizens’ rights under the Second
Amendment to obtain firearms for
legal use, and for other purposes.

S. 1333

At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
WARNER) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1333, a bill to expand homeownership in
the United States.

S. 1473

At the request of Mr. ROBB, the name
of the Senator from Arkansas (Mrs.
LINCOLN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1473, a bill to amend section 2007 of the
Social Security Act to provide grant

funding for additional Empowerment
Zones, Enterprise Communities, and
Strategic Planning Communities, and
for other purposes.

S. 1732

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
names of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. GRAMS) and the Senator from Or-
egon (Mr. WYDEN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1732, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
hibit certain allocations of S corpora-
tion stock held by an employee stock
ownership plan.

S. 1755

At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mrs.
HUTCHISON) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1755, a bill to amend the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 to regulate inter-
state commerce in the use of mobile
telephones.

S. 1806

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1806, a bill to authorize the payment of
a gratuity to certain members of the
Armed Forces who served at Bataan
and Corregidor during World War II, or
the surviving spouses of such members,
and for other purposes.

S. 1991

At the request of Mr. THOMPSON, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
GRAHAM) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1991, a bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to enhance
criminal penalties for election law vio-
lations, to clarify current provisions of
law regarding donations from foreign
nationals, and for other purposes.

S. 2018

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2018, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to revise the
update factor used in making payments
to PPS hospitals under the medicare
program.

S. 2217

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
names of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. ABRAHAM), the Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. BIDEN), the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. L. CHAFEE), the Sen-
ator from Maine (Ms. COLLINS), the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMEN-
ICI), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
ENZI), the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
FRIST), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
GRAMM), the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. HAGEL), the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
LIEBERMAN), the Senator from Okla-
homa (Mr. NICKLES), the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS), the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. SHELBY), the Sen-
ator from Colorado (Mr. ALLARD), the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK),
the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
CLELAND), the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CONRAD), the Senator from

South Dakota (Mr. DASCHLE), the Sen-
ator from North Dakota (Mr. DORGAN),
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. FEIN-
GOLD), the Senator from Washington
(Mr. GORTON), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. GRAMS), the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON), the Sen-
ator from Nebraska (Mr. KERREY), the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG), the Senator from Florida (Mr.
MACK), the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
REID), the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SESSIONS), the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. WARNER), the Senator from Ari-
zona (Mr. MCCAIN), the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CRAIG), and the Senator
from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) were
added as cosponsors of S. 2217, a bill to
require the Secretary of the Treasury
to mint coins in commemoration of the
National Museum of the American In-
dian of the Smithsonian Institution,
and for other purposes.

S. 2274

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) and the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. CONRAD) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2274, a bill to amend title
XIX of the Social Security Act to pro-
vide families and disabled children
with the opportunity to purchase cov-
erage under the medicaid program for
such children.

S. 2293

At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2293, a bill to amend the Federal De-
posit Insurance Act and the Federal
Home Loan Bank Act to provide for the
payment of Financing Corporation in-
terest obligations from balances in the
deposit insurance funds in excess of an
established ratio and, after such obli-
gations are satisfied, to provide for re-
bates to insured depository institu-
tions of such excess reserves.

S. 2394

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
ROBB) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2394, a bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to stabilize indi-
rect graduate medical education pay-
ments.

S. 2408

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
names of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN), the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), the Senator from
Washington (Mrs. MURRAY), the Sen-
ator from New Jersey (Mr. TORRICELLI),
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
CONRAD), the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. REED), the Senator from West
Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER), the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. SCHUMER),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN),
the Senator from Maryland (Ms. MI-
KULSKI), and the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. EDWARDS) were added as
cosponsors of S. 2408, a bill to authorize
the President to award a gold medal on
behalf of the Congress to the Navajo
Code Talkers in recognition of their
contributions to the Nation.
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S. 2505

At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2505, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
provide increased assess to health care
for medical beneficiaries through tele-
medicine.

S. 2608

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2608, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for the
treatment of certain expenses of rural
letter carriers.

S. 2615

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2615, a bill to establish a program to
promote child literacy by making
books available through early learning
and other child care programs, and for
other purposes.

S. 2643

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the
names of the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. BOND), the Senator from New Mex-
ico (Mr. DOMENICI), the Senator from
California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), the
Senator from Washington (Mr. GOR-
TON), the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator from
Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE), the Sen-
ator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG), the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. LIEBERMAN), and the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SPECTER) were
added as cosponsors of S. 2643, a bill to
amend the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 to provide increased foreign assist-
ance for tuberculosis prevention, treat-
ment, and control.

S. 2644

At the request of Mr. GORTON, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2644, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to ex-
pand medicare coverage of certain self-
injected biologicals.

S. 2700

At the request of Mr. L. CHAFEE, the
names of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. ABRAHAM), the Senator from Colo-
rado (Mr. CAMPBELL), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. LUGAR), the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. REED), and the Sen-
ator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON)
were added as cosponsors of S. 2700, a
bill to amend the Comprehensive Envi-
ronmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act of 1980 to promote
the cleanup and reuse of brownfields,
to provide financial assistance for
brownfields revitalization, to enhance
State response programs, and for other
purposes.

S. 2707

At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
MURKOWSKI) and the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) were added as co-

sponsors of S. 2707, a bill to help ensure
general aviation aircraft access to Fed-
eral land and the airspace over that
land.

S. 2725

At the request of Mr. SMITH of New
Hampshire, the name of the Senator
from Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 2725, a bill to
provide for a system of sanctuaries for
chimpanzees that have been designated
as being no longer needed in research
conducted or supported by the Public
Health Service, and for other purposes.

S. 2726

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mrs.
HUTCHISON) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 2726, a bill to protect United States
military personnel and other elected
and appointed officials of the United
States Government against criminal
prosecution by an international crimi-
nal court to which the United States is
not a party.

S. 2735

At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name
of the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
BYRD) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2735, a bill to promote access to health
care services in rural areas.

S. 2787

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the
names of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mrs. LINCOLN) and the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. WYDEN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2787, a bill to reauthorize
the Federal programs to prevent vio-
lence against women, and for other
purposes.

S. 2823

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. GRAMS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2823, a bill to amend the Andean
Trade Preference Act to grant certain
benefits with respect to textile and ap-
parel, and for other purposes.

S. 2828

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. BURNS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2828, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to require that
the Secretary of Health and Human
Services wage adjust the actual, rather
than the estimated, proportion of a
hospital’s costs that are attributable
to wages and wage-related costs.

S. 2841

At the request of Mr. ROBB, the name
of the Senator from Washington (Mrs.
MURRAY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 2841, a bill to ensure that the busi-
ness of the Federal Government is con-
ducted in the public interest and in a
manner that provides for public ac-
countability, efficient delivery of serv-
ices, reasonable cost savings, and pre-
vention of unwarranted Government
expenses, and for other purposes.

S. CON. RES. 123

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG,
the name of the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. SMITH) was added as a cosponsor
of S. Con. Res. 123, a concurrent resolu-

tion expressing the sense of the Con-
gress regarding manipulation of the
mass and intimidation of the inde-
pendent press in the Russian Federa-
tion, expressing support for freedom of
speech and the independent media in
the Russian Federation, and calling on
the President of the United States to
express his strong concern for freedom
of speech and the independent media in
the Russian Federation.

S.J. RES. 48

At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.J.
Res. 48, a joint resolution calling upon
the President to issue a proclamation
recognizing the 25th anniversary of the
Helsinki Final Act.

S. RES. 294

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
names of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. GRAMS), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STEVENS), and the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK) were added as
cosponsors of S. Res. 294, a resolution
designating the month of October 2000
as ‘‘Children’s Internet Safety Month’’.

S. RES. 304

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 304, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate re-
garding the development of edu-
cational programs on veterans’ con-
tributions to the country and the des-
ignation of the week that includes Vet-
erans Day as ‘‘National Veterans
Awareness Week’’ for the presentation
of such educational programs.

AMENDMENT NO. 3185

At the request of Mr. BENNETT, the
names of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. ABRAHAM) and the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. GRAMS) were added as
cosponsors of amendment No. 3185 pro-
posed to S. 2549, an original bill to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year
2001 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of
the Department of Energy, to prescribe
personnel strengths for such fiscal year
for the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes.

At the request of Mr. THOMPSON, his
name was withdrawn as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 3185 proposed to S.
2549, supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 3732

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
names of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. JEFFORDS), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. BOXER), and the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. REED) were
added as cosponsors of Amendment No.
3732 proposed to S. 2549, an original bill
to authorize appropriations for fiscal
year 2001 for military activities of the
Department of Defense, for military
construction, and for defense activities
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe personnel strengths for such fis-
cal year for the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3753

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name
of the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
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ROCKEFELLER) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 3753 proposed to
S. 2549, an original bill to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2001 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year
for the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3790

At the request of Mr. BRYAN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 3790 proposed to H.R.
4578, a bill making appropriations for
the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2001, and for other
purposes.

At the request of Mr. SESSIONS, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
MACK) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 3790 proposed to H.R.
4578, supra.

At the request of Mr. BAYH, his name
was added as a cosponsor of amend-
ment No. 3790 proposed to H.R. 4578,
supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 3795

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the
names of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ALLARD) and the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. CAMPBELL) were added as
cosponsors of amendment No. 3795 pro-
posed to H.R. 4578, a bill making appro-
priations for the Department of the In-
terior and related agencies for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2001, and
for other purposes.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 130—ES-
TABLISHING A SPECIAL TASK
FORCE TO RECOMMEND AN AP-
PROPRIATE RECOGNITION FOR
THE SLAVE LABORERS WHO
WORKED ON THE CONSTRUCTION
OF THE UNITED STATES CAP-
ITOL

Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself and Mrs.
LINCOLN) submitted the following con-
current resolution; which was referred
to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration:

S. CON. RES. 130
Whereas the United States Capitol stands

as a symbol of democracy, equality, and free-
dom to the entire world;

Whereas the year 2000 marks the 200th an-
niversary of the opening of this historic
structure for the first session of Congress to
be held in the new Capital City;

Whereas slavery was not prohibited
throughout the United States until the rati-
fication of the 13th amendment to the Con-
stitution in 1865;

Whereas previous to that date, African
American slave labor was both legal and
common in the District of Columbia and the
adjoining States of Maryland and Virginia;

Whereas public records attest to the fact
that African American slave labor was used
in the construction of the United States Cap-
itol;

Whereas public records further attest to
the fact that the five-dollar-per-month pay-
ment for that African American slave labor
was made directly to slave owners and not to
the laborer; and

Whereas African Americans made signifi-
cant contributions and fought bravely for
freedom during the American Revolutionary
War: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That—

(1) the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives and the President pro tempore of the
Senate shall establish a special task force to
study the history and contributions of these
slave laborers in the construction of the
United States Capitol; and

(2) such special task force shall recommend
to the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives and the President pro tempore of the
Senate an appropriate recognition for these
slave laborers which could be displayed in a
prominent location in the United States Cap-
itol.

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001

HATCH AMENDMENT NO. 3796

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HATCH submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill (S. 2549) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2001 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of
Defense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe personnel
strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes;
as follows:

At the end of title X, add the following:
SEC. ll. EFFECTS OF WORLDWIDE CONTIN-

GENCY OPERATIONS ON READINESS
OF CERTAIN MILITARY AIRCRAFT.

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR REPORT.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit to Congress,
not later than 180 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, a report on the effects
of worldwide contingency operations of the
Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force on the
readiness of aircraft of those Armed Forces.
The report shall contain the Secretary’s as-
sessment of the effects of those operations
on the capability of the Department of De-
fense to maintain a high level of equipment
readiness and to manage a high operating
tempo for the aircraft.

(b) EFFECTS CONSIDERED.—The assessment
contained in the report shall address the fol-
lowing effects:

(1) The effects of the contingency oper-
ations carried out during fiscal years 1995
through 2000 on the aircraft of each of the
Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force in each
category of aircraft, as follows:

(A) Combat tactical aircraft.
(B) Strategic aircraft.
(C) Combat support aircraft.
(D) Combat service support aircraft.
(2) The types of adverse effects on the air-

craft of each of the Navy, Marine Corps, and
Air Force in each category of aircraft speci-
fied in paragraph (1) resulting from contin-
gency operations, as follows:

(A) Patrolling in no-fly zones—
(i) over Iraq in Operation Northern Watch;
(ii) over Iraq in Operation Southern Watch;

and
(iii) over the Balkans in Operation Allied

Force.
(B) Air operations in the NATO air war

against Serbia in Operation Sky Anvil, Oper-
ation Noble Anvil, and Operation Allied
Force.

(C) Air operations in Operation Shining
Hope in Kosovo.

(D) All other activities within the general
context of worldwide contingency oper-
ations.

(3) Any other effects that the Secretary
considers appropriate in carrying out sub-
section (a).

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2001

THOMAS (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 3797

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. THOMAS (for himself, Mr.

HATCH, and Mr. BURNS) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
them to the bill (H.R. 4578) making ap-
propriations for the Department of the
Interior and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2001,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 115, line 19, strike the number
‘‘145,000,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof the
number ‘‘155,000,000’’;

On page 112, line 20, strike the number
‘‘693,133,000’’ and insert in lieu therof
‘‘685,133,000’’; and

On page 113, line 14, strike the number
‘‘693,133,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘‘685,133,000’’; and

On page 130, line 4, strike the number
‘‘847,596,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘‘841,596,000.

REED AMENDMENTS NOS. 3798–3799

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. REED submitted two amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 4578, supra; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 3798
On page 182, beginning on line 9, strike

‘‘$761,937,000’’ and all that follows through
‘‘$138,000,000’’ on line 17 and insert
‘‘$769,937,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $2,000,000 shall be derived by
transfer from unobligated balances in the
Biomass Energy Development account and
$8,000,000 shall be derived by transfer of a
proportionate amount from each other ac-
count for which this Act makes funds avail-
able for travel, supplies, and printing ex-
penses: Provided, That $172,000,000 shall be for
use in energy conservation programs as de-
fined in section 3008(3) of Public Law 99–509
(15 U.S.C. 4507): Provided further, That not-
withstanding section 3003(d)(2) of Public Law
99–509, such sums shall be allocated to the el-
igible programs as follows: $146,000,000’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 3799
On page 200, line 24, strike ‘‘$105,000,000’’

and insert ‘‘$108,000,000’’.
On page 225, between lines 11 and 12, insert

the following:
SEC. 3 . (a) The total discretionary

amount made available by this Act is re-
duced by $3,000,000: Provided, That the reduc-
tion pursuant to this subsection shall be
made by reducing by a uniform percentage
the amount made available for travel, sup-
plies, and printing expenses to the agencies
funded by this Act.

(b) Not later than 30 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget shall sub-
mit to the Committees on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives and the Senate
a listing, by account, of the amounts of the
reductions made pursuant to subsection (a).
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THOMAS (AND OTHERS)

AMENDMENT NO. 3800

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. THOMAS (for himself, Mr. CRAIG,

Mr. GRAMS, Mr. CRAPO, and Mr. ENZI)
submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by them to the bill, H.R.
4578, supra; as follows:

On page 125, line 25 strike ‘‘$58,209,000’’
through page 126, line 2 and insert in lieu
thereof ‘‘$57,809,000, of which $2,000,000 shall
be available to carry out the Urban Park and
Recreation Recovery Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C.
2501 et seq.).
‘‘SEC. . MANAGEMENT STUDY OF CONFLICTING

USES.
‘‘(a) SNOW MACHINE STUDY.—Of funds made

available to the Secretary of the Interior for
the operation of National Recreation and
Preservation Programs of the National Park
Service $400,000 shall be available to conduct
a study to determine how the National Park
Service can:

‘‘(1) minimize the potential impact of snow
machines and properly manage competing
recreation activities in the National Park
System, and

‘‘(2) properly manage competing rec-
reational activities in units of the National
Park System.

‘‘(b) LIMITATION ON FUNDS PENDING STUDY
COMPLETION.—No funds appropriated under
this Act may be expended to prohibit, ban or
reduce the number of snow machines from
units of the National Park System that al-
lowed the use of snow machines during any
one of the last three winter seasons until the
study referred to in subsection (a) is com-
pleted and submitted to the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Appropriations
of the Senate.’’.

BYRD AMENDMENT No. 3801

Mr. GORTON (for Mr. BYRD) proposed
an amendment to the bill, H.R. 4578,
supra; and follows:

At the end of Title III of the bill insert the
following

‘‘SEC. . From funds previously appro-
priated under the heading ‘Department of
Energy, Fossil Energy Research and Devel-
opment,’ $4,000,000 is immediately available
from unobligated balances for computational
services at the National Energy Technology
Laboratory.’’

GORTON AMENDMENT NO. 3802

Mr. GORTON proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 4578; supra; as
follows:

On page 127, line 11, strike $10,000,000 and
insert ‘‘$12,000,000’’.

GRAMS (AND WELLSTONE)
AMEMDMENT NO. 3803

Mr. GORTON (for Mr. GRAMS (for
himself and Mr. WELLSTONE)) proposed
an amendment to the bill, H.R. 4578,
supra; as follows:

On page 126, line 16, strike ‘‘$207,079,000,’’
and insert ‘‘$202,950,000, of which not more
than $511,000 shall be used for the
preconstruction, engineering, and design of a
heritage center for the Grand Portage Na-
tional Monument in Minnesota,’’.

On page 165, line 25, strike ‘‘$618,500,000,’’
and inserting ‘‘$622,629,000, of which at least
$6,947,000 shall be used for hazardous fuels re-
duction activities and expenses resulting
from windstorm damage in the Superior Na-

tional Forest in Minnesota, $3,000,000 of
which shall not be available until September
30, 2001.

THOMAS (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 3804

Mr. THOMAS (for himself, Mr.
HATCH, Mr. BURNS, Mr. GRAMS, and Mr.
DEWINE) proposed an amendment to
the bill, H.R. 4578, supra; as follows:

On page 112, line 20, strike ‘‘$693,133,000’’
and insert ‘‘$689,133,000 of which not to ex-
ceed $125,900,000 shall be for workforce and
organizational support and $16,586,000 shall
be for Land and Resource Information Sys-
tems’’.

On page 113, line 14, strike ‘‘$693,133,000’’
and insert ‘‘$689,133,000’’.

On page 115, line 19, strike ‘‘$145,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘$148,000,000’’.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001

STEVENS (AND WARNER)
AMENDMENT NO. 3805

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. STEVENS (for himself and Mr.

WARNER) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to
amendment No. 3758 previously sub-
mitted by Mr. KERRY to the bill, S.
2549, supra; as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following:
SEC. 342. PAYMENT OF FINES AND PENALTIES

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE
VIOLATIONS.

(a) PAYMENT OF FINES AND PENALTIES.—(1)
Chapter 160 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:

‘‘§ 2710. Environmental compliance: payment
of fines and penalties for violations
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of De-

fense or the Secretary of a military depart-
ment may not pay a fine or penalty for an
environmental compliance violation that is
imposed by a Federal agency against the De-
partment of Defense or such military depart-
ment, as the case may be, unless the pay-
ment of the fine or penalty is specifically au-
thorized by law, if—

‘‘(1) the amount of the fine or penalty (in-
cluding any supplemental environmental
projects carried out as part of such penalty)
is $1,500,000 or more; or

‘‘(2) the fine or penalty is based on the ap-
plication of economic benefit criteria or size-
of-business criteria.

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
‘‘(1)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph

(B), the term ‘environmental compliance’, in
the case of on-going operations, functions, or
activities at a Department of Defense facil-
ity, means the activities necessary to ensure
that such operations, functions, or activities
meet requirements under applicable environ-
mental law.

‘‘(B) The term does not include operations,
functions, or activities relating to environ-
mental restoration under this chapter that
are conducted using funds in an environ-
mental restoration account under section
2703(a) of this title.

‘‘(2) The term ‘economic benefit criteria’,
in the case of the imposition of a fine or pen-
alty for an environmental compliance viola-
tion, means criteria which determine the ex-
istence of the violation, or the amount of the
fine or penalty, based on the assumption
that a competitive advantage was gained by

a failure to invest money necessary to
achieve the environmental compliance con-
cerned.

‘‘(3) The term ‘size-of-business criteria’, in
the case of the imposition of a fine or pen-
alty for an environmental compliance viola-
tion, means criteria which determine the ex-
istence of the violation, or the amount of the
fine or penalty, based on an assessment of an
entity’s net worth and on assumptions re-
garding the entity’s ability to pay the fine or
penalty.

‘‘(4) The term ‘violation’, in the case of en-
vironmental compliance, means an act or
omission resulting in the failure to ensure
the compliance.

‘‘(c) EXPIRATION OF PROHIBITION.—This sec-
tion does not apply to any part of a violation
described in subsection (a) that occurs on or
after the date that is five years after the
date of the enactment of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2001.’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by adding at the
end the following new item:
‘‘2710. Environmental compliance: payment

of fines and penalties for viola-
tions.’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—(1) Section 2710 of title
10, United States Code (as added by sub-
section (a)), shall take effect on the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(2) Subsection (a)(1) of that section, as so
added, shall not apply with respect to any
supplemental environmental projects re-
ferred to in that subsection that were agreed
to before the date of the enactment of this
Act.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2001

DOMENICI (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 3806

Mr. DOMENICI (for himself, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, Mr. KYL, Mr. CRAIG, Mr.
BINGAMAN, and Mr. BAUCUS) proposed
an amendment to amendment No. 3795
previously proposed by Mr. CRAIG to
the bill, H.R. 4578, supra; as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following:

TITLE —HAZARDOUS FUELS
REDUCTION

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT

For an additional amendment for
‘‘Wildland Fire Management’’ to remove haz-
ardous material to alleviate immediate
emergency threats to urban wildland inter-
face areas as defined by the Secretary of the
Interior, $120.3 million to remain available
until expended: Provided, That the entire
amount is designated by the Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended: Provided further, That the entire
amount shall be available only to the extent
an official budget request, that includes des-
ignation of the entire amount of the request
as an emergency requirement as defined by
such Act, is transmitted by the President to
the Congress.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOREST SERVICE

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT

For an additional amount for ‘‘Wildland
Fire Management’’ to remove hazardous ma-
terial to alleviate immediate emergency
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threats to urban wildland interface areas as
defined by the Secretary of Agriculture, $120
million to remain available until expended:
Provided, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount shall be avail-
able only to the extent an official budget re-
quest, that includes designation of the entire
amount of the request as an emergency re-
quirement as defined by such Act, is trans-
mitted by the President to the Congress: Pro-
vided further, That:

(a) In expending the funds provided in any
Act with respect to any fiscal year for haz-
ardous fuels reduction, the Secretary of the
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture
may hereafter conduct fuel reduction treat-
ments on Federal lands using all contracting
and hiring authorities available to the Sec-
retaries. Notwithstanding Federal govern-
ment procurement and contracting laws, the
Secretaries may hereafter conduct fuel re-
duction treatments on Federal lands using
grants and cooperative agreements. Notwith-
standing Federal government procurement
and contracting laws, in order to provide em-
ployment and training opportunities to peo-
ple in rural communities, the Secretaries
may hereafter, at their sole discretion, limit
competition for any contracts, with respect
to any fiscal year, including contracts for
monitoring activities, to:

(1) local private, non-profit, or cooperative
entities;

(2) Youth Conservation Corps crews or re-
lated partnerships with state, local, and non-
profit youth groups;

(3) Small or micro-businesses; or
(4) other entities that will hire or train a

significant percentage of local people to
complete such contracts.

(b) Prior to September 30, 2000, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the Secretary of
the Interior shall jointly publish in the Fed-
eral Register a list of all urban wildland
interface communities, as defined by the
Secretaries, within the vicinity of Federal
lands that are at risk from wildfire. This list
shall include:

(1) an identification of communities
around which hazardous fuel reduction treat-
ments are ongoing; and

(2) an identification of communities
around which the Secretaries are preparing
to begin treatments in calendar year 2000.

(c) Prior to May 1, 2001, the Secretary of
Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior
shall jointly publish in the Federal Register
a list of all urban wildland interface commu-
nities, as defined by the Secretaries, within
the vicinity of Federal lands and at risk
from wildfire that are included in the list
published pursuant to subsection (b) but that
are not included in paragraphs (b)(1) and
(b)(2), along with an identification of rea-
sons, not limited to lack of available funds,
why there are no treatments ongoing or
being prepared for these communities.

(d) Within 30 days after enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Agriculture shall pub-
lish in the Federal Register the Forest Serv-
ice’s Cohesive Strategy for Protecting Peo-
ple and Sustaining Resources in Fire-Adapt-
ed Ecosystems, and an explanation of any
differences between the Cohesive Strategy
and other related ongoing policymaking ac-
tivities including: proposed regulations re-
vising the National Forest System transpor-
tation policy; proposed roadless area protec-
tion regulations; the Interior Columbia
Basin Draft Supplement Environmental Im-
pact Statement; and the Sierra Nevada
Framework/Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. The Sec-
retary shall also provide 30 days for public

comment on the Cohesive Strategy and the
accompanying explanation.

COLLINS (AND SNOWE)
AMENDMENT NO. 3807

Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Ms.
SNOWE) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 4578, supra; as follows:

On page 121, between lines 18 and 19, insert
the following:

For an additional amount for salmon res-
toration and conservation efforts in the
State of Maine, $5,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, which amount shall be
made available to the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation to carry out a competi-
tively awarded grant program for State,
local, or other organizations in Maine to
fund on-the-ground projects to further At-
lantic salmon conservation or restoration ef-
forts in coordination with the State of Maine
and the Maine Atlantic Salmon Conservation
Plan, including projects to (1) assist in land
acquisition and conservation easements to
benefit Atlantic salmon; (2) develop irriga-
tion and water use management measures to
minimize any adverse effects on salmon
habitat; and (3) develop and phase in en-
hanced aquaculture cages to minimize es-
cape of Atlantic salmon: Provided, That, of
the amounts appropriated under this para-
graph, $2,000,000 shall be made available to
the Atlantic Salmon Commission for salmon
restoration and conservation activities, in-
cluding installing and upgrading weirs and
fish collection facilities, conducting risk as-
sessments, fish marking, and salmon genet-
ics studies and testing, and developing and
phasing in enhanced aquaculture cages to
minimize escape of Atlantic salmon, and
$500,000 shall be made available to the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences to conduct a
study of Atlantic salmon: Provided further,
That the amounts appropriated under this
paragraph shall not be subject to section
10(b)(1) of the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation Establishment Act (16 U.S.C.
3709(b)(1)): Provided further, That the Na-
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation shall
give special consideration to proposals that
include matching contributions (whether in
currency, services, or property) made by pri-
vate persons or organizations or by State or
local government agencies, if such matching
contributions are available: Provided further,
That amounts made available under this
paragraph shall be provided to the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation not later than
15 days after the date of enactment of this
Act: Provided further, That the entire amount
made available under this paragraph is des-
ignated by Congress as an emergency re-
quirement under section 251(b)(2)(A) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 901(b)(2)(A)).

FEINGOLD AMENDMENT NO. 3808

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. FEINGOLD submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, H.R. 4578, supra; as follows:

On page 188, at the end of line 13, insert the
following (and renumber accordingly): ‘‘Pro-
vided further, That funds available to the In-
dian Health Service for contract health serv-
ices be used to fund all tribes at a minimum
of 60% of level of need.’’

FEINGOLD (AND KOHL)
AMENDMENT NO. 3809

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself and Mr.

KOHL) submitted an amendment in-

tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, H.R. 4578, supra; as follows:

On page 126, lines 16 and 17, strike
‘‘$207,079,000, to remain available until ex-
pended:’’ and insert ‘‘$209,819,000, to remain
available until expended, of which $2,540,000
shall be available for repair of erosion at
Outer Island Lighthouse, and $200,000 shall be
available for the conduct of a wilderness
suitability study, at Apostle Islands Na-
tional Lakeshore, Wisconsin, which amounts
shall be derived by transfer of a propor-
tionate amount of funds for administrative
expenses from each other account for which
this bill makes funds available for adminis-
trative expenses:’’.

DURBIN AMENDMENT NO. 3810

Mr. DURBIN proposed an amendment
to the bill, H.R. 4578, supra; as follows:

Strike section 116.

LIEBERMAN (AND DODD)
AMENDMENT NO. 3811

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself and

Mr. DODD) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, H.R. 4578, supra; as follows:

On page 183, strike line 15 and insert
‘‘$165,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $8,000,000 shall be derived by
transfer of unobligated balances of funds pre-
viously appropriated under the heading
‘‘NAVAL PETROLEUM AND OIL SHALE RE-
SERVES’’, and of which $8,000,000 shall be
available for maintenance of a Northeast
Home Heating Oil Reserve.’’.

On page 225, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following:
SEC. 3. STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE PLAN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of Amend-
ment No. 6 to the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve Plan transmitted by the Secretary of
Energy on July 10, 2000, under section 154 of
the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (42
U.S.C. 6234), the Secretary may draw down
product from the Regional Distillate Reserve
only on a finding by the President that there
is a severe energy supply interruption.

(b) SEVERE ENERGY SUPPLY INTERRUP-
TION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For the purposes of sub-
section (a), a severe energy supply interrup-
tion shall be deemed to exist if the President
determines that—

(A) a severe increase in the price of middle
distillate oil has resulted from an energy
supply interruption; or

(B)(i) a circumstance other than that de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) exists that con-
stitutes a regional supply shortage of signifi-
cant scope or duration; and

(ii) action taken under this section would
assist directly and significantly in reducing
the adverse impact of the supply shortage.

(2) SEVERE INCREASE IN THE PRICE OF MID-
DLE DISTILLATE OIL.—For the purposes of
paragraph (1)(A), a severe increase in the
price of middle distillate oil’’ shall be
deemed to have occurred if—

(A) the price differential between crude oil
and residential No. 2 heating oil in the
Northeast, as determined by the Energy In-
formation Administration, increases by—

(i) more than 15 percent over a 2-week pe-
riod;

(ii) more than 25 percent over a 4-week pe-
riod; or

(iii) more than 60 percent over its 5-year
seasonally adjusted rolling average; and

(B) the price differential continues to in-
crease during the most recent week for
which price information is available.
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INHOFE (AND NICKLES)
AMENDMENT NO. 3812

Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr.
NICKLES) proposed an amendment to
the bill, H.R. 4578, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing:

SEC. ll. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act—

(1) $7,372,000 shall be available to the In-
dian Health Service for diabetes treatment,
prevention, and research; and

(2) the total amount made available under
this Act under the heading ‘‘NATIONAL FOUN-
DATION ON THE ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES’’
under the heading ‘‘NATIONAL ENDOWMENT
FOR THE ARTS’’ under the heading ‘‘GRANTS
AND ADMINISTRATION’’ shall be $97,628,000.

ASHCROFT AMENDMENT NO. 3813

Mr. ASHCROFT proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 4578, supra; as
follows:

On page 164, line 23, strike ‘‘6a(i):’’ and in-
sert ‘‘6a(i), of which not less than $500,000
shall be available for use for law enforce-
ment purposes in the national forest that,
during fiscal year 2000, had both the greatest
number of methamphetamine dumps per acre
and the greatest number of methamphet-
amine laboratory law enforcement actions
per acre:’’.

REID AMENDMENT NO. 3814

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. REID submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, H.R. 4578, supra; as follows:

On page 112, at the end of line 20, add ‘‘of
which no amount shall be available for the
Undaunted Stewardship program, of which
$1,000,000 shall be available for management
of the upper Missouri River with a focus on
the increased visitation associated with the
Lewis and Clark Bicentennial celebration, of
which $1,000,000 shall be available for acquisi-
tion from willing sellers of conservation
easements in the area of the Lewis and Clark
Trail,’’.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001

STEVENS (AND WARNER)
AMENDMENT NO. 3815

Mr. STEVENS (for himself and Mr.
WARNER) proposed an amendment to
the bill, S. 2549, supra; as follows:

Section 342 is amended by striking the pro-
visions therein and inserting:
SEC. 342. PAYMENT OF FINES AND PENALTIES

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE
VIOLATIONS.

(a) PAYMENT OF FINES AND PENALTIES.—(1)
Chapter 160 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:
‘‘§ 2710. Environmental compliance: payment

of fines and penalties for violations
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of De-

fense or the Secretary of a military depart-
ment may not pay a fine or penalty for an
environmental compliance violation that is
imposed by a Federal agency against the De-
partment of Defense or such military depart-
ment, as the case may be, unless the pay-
ment of the fine or penalty is specifically au-
thorized by law, if the amount of the fine or
penalty (including any supplemental envi-
ronmental projects carried out as part of
such penalty) is $1,500,000 or more.

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
‘‘(1)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph

(B), the term ‘environmental compliance’, in
the case of on-going operations, functions, or
activities at a Department of Defense facil-
ity, means the activities necessary to ensure
that such operations, functions, or activities
meet requirements under applicable environ-
mental law.

‘‘(B) The term does not include operations,
functions, or activities relating to environ-
mental restoration under this chapter that
are conducted using funds in an environ-
mental restoration account under section
2703(a) of this title.

‘‘(2) The term ‘violation’, in the case of en-
vironmental compliance, means an act or
omission resulting in the failure to ensure
the compliance.

‘‘(c) EXPIRATION OF PROHIBITION.—This sec-
tion does not apply to any part of a violation
described in subsection (a) that occurs on or
after the date that is three years after the
date of the enactment of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2001.’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by adding at the
end the following new item:

‘‘2710. Environmental compliance: payment
of fines and penalties for viola-
tions.’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—(1) Section 2710 of title
10, United States Code (as added by sub-
section (a)), shall take effect on the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(2) Subsection (a)(1) of that section, as so
added, shall not apply with respect to any
supplemental environmental projects re-
ferred to in that subsection that were agreed
to before the date of the enactment of this
Act.

LEVIN (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 3816

Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. WARNER,
and Mr. THOMPSON) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, S. 2549, supra; as fol-
lows:

On page 303, between lines 6 and 7, insert
the following:
SEC. 814. PROCUREMENT NOTICE THROUGH

ELECTRONIC ACCESS TO CON-
TRACTING OPPORTUNITIES.

(a) PUBLICATION BY ELECTRONIC ACCESSI-
BILITY.—Subsection (a) of section 18 of the
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41
U.S.C. 416) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘furnish
for publication by the Secretary of Com-
merce’’ and inserting ‘‘publish’’;

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(2)(A) A notice of solicitation required to
be published under paragraph (1) may be pub-
lished by means of—

‘‘(i) electronic accessibility that meets the
requirements of paragraph (7); or

‘‘(ii) publication in the Commerce Business
Daily.

‘‘(B) The Secretary of Commerce shall
promptly publish in the Commerce Business
Daily each notice or announcement received
under this subsection for publication by that
means.’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(7) A publication of a notice of solicita-

tion by means of electronic accessibility
meets the requirements of this paragraph for
electronic accessibility if the notice is elec-
tronically accessible in a form that allows
convenient and universal user access
through the single Government-wide point of
entry designated in the Federal Acquisition
Regulation.’’.

(b) WAITING PERIOD FOR ISSUANCE OF SOLIC-
ITATION.—Paragraph (3) of such subsection is
amended—

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A), by striking ‘‘furnish a notice to the Sec-
retary of Commerce’’ and inserting ‘‘publish
a notice of solicitation’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘by
the Secretary of Commerce’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS FOR SMALL
BUSINESS ACT.—Subsection (e) of section 8 of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘furnish
for publication by the Secretary of Com-
merce’’ and inserting ‘‘publish’’;

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(2)(A) A notice of solicitation required to
be published under paragraph (1) may be pub-
lished by means of—

‘‘(i) electronic accessibility that meets the
requirements of section 18(a)(7) of the Office
of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C.
416(a)(7)); or

‘‘(ii) publication in the Commerce Business
Daily.

‘‘(B) The Secretary of Commerce shall
promptly publish in the Commerce Business
Daily each notice or announcement received
under this subsection for publication by that
means.’’; and

(3) in paragraph (3)—
(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph

(A), by striking ‘‘furnish a notice to the Sec-
retary of Commerce’’ and inserting ‘‘publish
a notice of solicitation’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘by
the Secretary of Commerce’’.

(d) PERIODIC REPORTS ON IMPLEMENTATION
OF ELECTRONIC COMMERCE IN FEDERAL PRO-
CUREMENT.—Section 30(e) of the Office of
Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C.
426(e)) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘Not
later than March 1, 1998, and every year
afterward through 2003’’ and inserting ‘‘Not
later than March 1 of each even-numbered
year through 2004’’; and

(2) in paragraph (4)—
(A) by striking ‘‘Beginning with the report

submitted on March 1, 1999,’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘calendar year’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘two fiscal years’’.
(e) EFFECTIVE DATE AND APPLICABILITY.—

This section and the amendments made by
this section shall take effect on October 1,
2000. The amendments made by subsections
(a), (b) and (c) shall apply with respect to so-
licitations issued on or after that date.

LEVIN (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 3817

Mr. LEVIN (for himself, and Mrs.
MURRAY) proposed an amendment to
the bill, S. 2549, supra; as follows:

On page 543, strike line 20 and insert the
following:

Part III—Air Force Conveyances
SEC. 2861. LAND CONVEYANCE, MUKILTEO TANK

FARM, EVERETT, WASHINGTON.
(a) CONVEYANCE AUTHORIZED.—The Sec-

retary of the Air Force may convey, without
consideration, to the Port of Everett, Wash-
ington (in this section referred to as the
‘‘Port’’), all right, title, and interest of the
United States in and to a parcel of real prop-
erty, including any improvements thereon,
consisting of approximately 22 acres and
known as the Mukilteo Tank Farm for the
purposes of permitting the Port to use the
parcel for the development and operation of
a port facility and for other public purposes.

(b) PERSONAL PROPERTY.—The Secretary of
the Air Force may include as part of the con-
veyance authorized by subsection (a) any
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personal property at the Mukilteo Tank
Farm that is excess to the needs of the Air
Force if the Secretary of Transportation de-
termines that such personal property is ap-
propriate for the development or operation
of the Mukilteo Tank Farm as a port facil-
ity.

(c) INTERIM LEASE.—(1) Until such time as
the real property described in subsection (a)
is conveyed by deed, the Secretary of the Air
Force may lease all or part of the real prop-
erty to the Port if the Secretary determines
that the real property is suitable for lease
and the lease of the property under this sub-
section will not interfere with any environ-
mental remediation activities or schedules
under applicable law or agreements.

(2) The determination under paragraph (1)
whether the lease of the real property will
interfere with environmental remediation
activities or schedules referred to in that
paragraph shall be based upon an environ-
mental baseline survey conducted in accord-
ance with applicable Air Force regulations
and policy.

(3) Except as provided by paragraph (4), as
consideration for the lease under this sub-
section, the Port shall pay the Secretary an
amount equal to the fair market of the lease,
as determined by the Secretary.

(4) The amount of consideration paid by
the Port for the lease under this subsection
may be an amount, as determined by the
Secretary, less than the fair market value of
the lease if the Secretary determines that—

(A) the public interest will be served by an
amount of consideration for the lease that is
less than the fair market value of the lease;
and

(B) payment of an amount equal to the fair
market value of the lease is unobtainable.

(d) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact
acreage and legal description of the property
to be conveyed under subsection (a) shall be
determined by a survey satisfactory to the
Secretary of the Air Force and the Port.

(e) ADDITIONAL TERMS.—The Secretary of
the Air Force, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Transportation, may require such
additional terms and conditions in connec-
tion with the conveyance under subsection
(a) as the Secretary of the Air Force con-
siders appropriate to protect the interests of
the United States.

Part IV—Defense Agencies Conveyances

NATIONAL FRAGILE X
AWARENESS WEEK

EDWARDS (AND HAGEL)
AMENDMENTS NOS. 3818–3820

Mr. WARNER (for Mr. EDWARDS (for
himself and Mr. HAGEL)) proposed three
amendments to the resolution (S. Res.
268) designating July 17 through July
23 as ‘‘National Fragile X Awareness
Week’’; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 3818

On page 2 strike line 1 and all that follows
to page 3 line 2, and insert: ‘‘Resolved, That
the Senate designates July 22, 2000 as ‘Na-
tional Fragile X Awareness Day.’ ’’

AMENDMENT NO. 3819

Strike the preamble and insert:
‘‘Whereas Fragile X is the most common

inherited cause of mental retardation, af-
fecting people of every race, income level,
and nationality;

‘‘Whereas 1 in every 260 women is a carrier
of the Fragile X defect;

‘‘Whereas 1 in every 4,000 children is born
with the Fragile X defect, and typically re-

quires a lifetime of special care at a cost of
over $2,000,000;

‘‘Whereas Fragile X remains frequently un-
detected due to its recent discovery and the
lack of awareness about the disease, even
within the medical community;

‘‘Whereas the genetic defect causing Frag-
ile X has been discovered, and is easily iden-
tified by testing;

‘‘Whereas inquiry into Fragile X is a pow-
erful research model for neuropsychiatric
disorders, such as autism, schizophrenia, per-
vasive developmental disorders, and other
forms of X-linked mental retardation;

‘‘Whereas individuals with Fragile X can
provide a homogeneous research population
for advancing the understanding of
neuropsychiatric disorders;

‘‘Whereas with concerted research efforts,
a cure for Fragile X may be developed;

‘‘Whereas Fragile X research, both basic
and applied, has been vastly underfunded de-
spite the prevalence of the disorder, the po-
tential for the development of a cure, the es-
tablished benefits of available treatments
and intervention, and the significance that
Fragile X research has for related disorders;
and

‘‘Whereas the Senate as an institution and
Members of Congress as individuals are in
unique positions to help raise public aware-
ness about the need for increased funding for
research and early diagnosis and treatment
for the disorder known as Fragile X: Now,
therefore, be it’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 3820

Amend the title as to read: ‘‘Designating
July 22, 2000 as ‘National Fragile X Aware-
ness Day’.’’

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Wednesday, July 12, 2000 at
9:30 a.m., in open session to continue to
receive testimony in review of the De-
partment of Defense Anthrax Vaccine
Immunization Program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation be authorized to meet
on Wednesday, July 12, 2000 at 9:30 a.m.
on the nominations of Francisco
Sanchez, to be Assistant Secretary for
Aviation and International Affairs of
the Department of Transportation; and
Ms. Katherine Anderson, Mr. Frank
Cruz, Mr. Kenneth Tomlinson, and Dr.
Ernest Wilson, to be members of the
board of the Corporation of Public
Broadcasting.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Wednesday, July 12, 2000, to hear
testimony on Disclosure of Political
Activity of 527 and Other Organiza-

tions: Overview of Legislative Pro-
posals.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Wednesday, July 12, 2000 at
10:30 am and 2:00 pm to hold two hear-
ings.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR,
AND PENSIONS

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions be authorized to meet for
a hearing on National Science Founda-
tion: Exploring the Endless Frontier
during the session of the Senate on
Wednesday, July 12, 2000, at 10:00 a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized
to meet on Wednesday, July 12, 2000 at
2:30 p.m. in room 485 of the Russell
Senate Building to conduct An Over-
sight Hearing on the reports of the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs and the General
Accounting Office on Risk Manage-
ment and Tort Liability.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
to meet to conduct a hearing on
Wednesday, July 12, 2000, at 2:00 p.m.,
in Dirksen 226.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Forests and Public
Lands of the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Wednesday, July 12, at 2:30 p.m. to
conduct an oversight hearing. The sub-
committee will receive testimony on
the Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment implementing the October 1999
announcement by President Clinton to
review approximately 40 million acres
of national forest lands for increased
protection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TECHNOLOGY, TERRORISM
AND GOVERNMENT INFORMATION

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary Subcommittee
on Technology, Terrorism and Govern-
ment Information be authorized to
meet to conduct a hearing on Wednes-
day, July 12, 2000 at 10:00 a.m., in
SD226.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mr. THOMAS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that Chris Tyler, an intern in my
office, be permitted privileges of the
floor for the remainder of today’s ses-
sion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Cary Cascino,
an intern on my staff, be granted the
privilege of the floor during the re-
mainder of the debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a staff intern,
Bill Ebee, be granted the privilege of
the floor for the purpose of this debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MEASURE READ THE FIRST
TIME—H.R. 894

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that H.R. 894 is at the desk. I
ask for its first reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 894) to encourage States to in-
carcerate individuals convicted of murder,
rape, or child molestation.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
for its second reading, and object to my
own request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will receive its second reading on the
next legislative day.

NATIONAL FRAGILE X
AWARENESS DAY

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Judiciary
Committee be discharged from consid-
eration of S. Res. 268, and the Senate
then proceed to its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 268) designating July
17, through July 23 as National Fragile X
Awareness Week.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, Sen-
ator EDWARDS and Senator HAGEL have
amendments at the desk. I ask unani-
mous consent that they be considered
in the appropriate order, the amend-
ments be agreed to, the motion to re-
consider the resolution be laid upon
the table, the title amendment be
agreed to, and the motion to reconsider
be laid upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 3818, 3819, and
3820) were agreed to, as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 3818

On page 2, strike lines 1 and all that fol-
lows to page 3, line 2, and insert: ‘‘Resolved,
That the Senate designates July 22, 2000 as
‘National Fragile X Awareness Day.’ ’’

AMENDMENT NO. 3819

Strike the preamble and insert:
‘‘Whereas Fragile X is the most common

inherited cause of mental retardation, af-
fecting people of every race, income level,
and nationality;

‘‘Whereas 1 in every 260 women is a carrier
of the Fragile X defect;

‘‘Whereas 1 in every 4,000 children is born
with the Fragile X defect, and typically re-
quires a lifetime of special care at a cost of
over $2,000,000;’’

‘‘Whereas Fragile X remains frequently un-
detected due to its recent discovery and the
lack of awareness about the disease, even
within the medical community;

‘‘Whereas the genetic defect causing Frag-
ile X has been discovered, and is easily iden-
tified by testing;

‘‘Whereas inquiry into Fragile X is a pow-
erful research model for neuropsychiatric
disorders, such as autism, schizophrenia, per-
vasive development disorders, and other
forms of X-linked mental retardation;

‘‘Whereas individuals with Fragile X can
provide a homogeneous research population
for advancing the understanding of
neuropsychiatric disorders;

‘‘Whereas with concerted research efforts,
a cure for Fragile X may be developed;

‘‘Whereas Fragile X research, both basic
and applied, has been vastly underfunded de-
spite the prevalence of the disorder, the po-
tential for the development of a cure, the es-
tablished benefits of available treatments
and intervention, and the significance that
Fragile X research has for related disorders;
and

‘‘Whereas the Senate as an institution and
Members of Congress as individuals are in
unique positions to help raise public aware-
ness about the need for increased funding for
research and early diagnosis and treatment
for the disorder known as Fragile X: Now,
therefore, be it’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 3820

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘Desig-
nating July 22, 2000, as ‘National Fragile X
Awareness Day’.’’

The resolution (S. Res. 268), as
amended, was agreed to.

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, JULY 13,
2000

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until the hour of 8:30 a.m. on
Thursday, July 13.

I further ask unanimous consent that
on Thursday, immediately following
the prayer, the Journal of proceedings
be approved to date, the morning hour
be deemed expired, the time for the two
leaders be reserved for their use later
in the day, and the Senate then resume
H.R. 8, the Death Tax Elimination Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, for the
information of all Senators, at 8:30
a.m. the Senate will resume debate of
that legislation. By previous consent
at 9:30 a.m., the Senate will proceed to
the final three votes on the Defense au-
thorization bill. Following the votes,
the Senate will return to consideration
of the death tax bill with amendments
expected to be offered and voted on
throughout the day.

As a reminder, Senators should be
prepared to complete action on the
death tax legislation and the reconcili-
ation bill prior to this week’s adjourn-
ment.

As previously indicated by the lead-
er, a late session on Friday and a Sat-
urday session may be necessary.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 8:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if there
is no further business to come before
the Senate, I now ask that the Senate
stand in adjournment under the pre-
vious order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 9:53 p.m., adjourned until Thursday,
July 13, 2000, at 8:30 a.m.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 05:04 Jul 13, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00099 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A12JY6.114 pfrm01 PsN: S12PT1



EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

∑ This ‘‘bullet’’ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E1215July 12, 2000

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,
agreed to by the Senate on February 4,
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference.
This title requires all such committees
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest—designated by the Rules com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose
of the meetings, when scheduled, and
any cancellations or changes in the
meetings as they occur.

As an additional procedure along
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest will prepare this information for
printing in the Extensions of Remarks
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on Monday and Wednesday of each
week.

Meetings scheduled for Thursday,
July 13, 2000 may be found in the Daily
Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

JULY 17

1:30 p.m.
Aging

To hold hearings to examine end-of-life
issues, focusing on improving care, eas-
ing pain, and helping families.

SD–628

JULY 18

9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources

Business meeting to consider pending
calendar business.

SD–366
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions

To hold hearings on increases in
prescrition drug costs.

SD–430
10:30 a.m.

Foreign Relations
To hold hearings to examine national se-

curity impliations of granting Perma-
nent Normal Trade Relations statuts
to communist China.

SD–419
2:30 p.m.

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
Production and Price Competitiveness

Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine the future

of United States agricultural export
program.

SR–328A

JULY 19

9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources

Business meeting to consider pending
calendar business.

SD–366
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions

Business meeting to consider pending
calendar business.

SD–430

Environment and Public Works
Fisheries, Wildlife, and Drinking Water

Subcommittee
To hold oversight hearings on the Fish

and Wildlife Services’s administration
of the Federal Aid Program.

SD–406
10 a.m.

Governmental Affairs
To hold hearings on certain legislative

proposals and issues relevant to the op-
erations of Inspectors General, includ-
ing S. 870, to amend the Inspector Gen-
eral Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) to in-
crease the efficiency and account-
ability of Offices of Inspecter General
within Federal departments, and an
Administrative proposal to grant stat-
utory law enforcement authority to 23
Inspectors General.

SD–342
2:30 p.m.

Energy and Natural Resources
Water and Power Subcommittee

To hold oversight hearings on the status
of the Biological Opinions of the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the
operations of the Federal hydropower
system of the Columbia River.

SD–366
Indian Affairs

To hold oversight hearings on activities
of the National Indian Gaming Com-
mission.

SR–485
Foreign Relations

To hold hearings to examine giving per-
manent normal trade relations status
to Communist China, focusing on
human rights, labor, trade and eco-
nomic implications.

SD–419

JULY 20

9 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

To hold hearings to examine implica-
tions of high energy prices on Unites
States agriculture.

SR–328A
9:30 a.m.

Energy and Natural Resources
To hold oversight hearings on the United

States General Accounting Office’s in-
vestigation of the Cerro Grande Fire in
the State of New Mexico, and from
Federal agencies on the Cerro Grande
Fire and their fire policies in general.

SD–366
Small Business

To hold hearings to examine the General
Accounting Office’s performance and
accountability review.

SR–428A
10 a.m.

Indian Affairs
To hold hearings on S. 2688, to amend the

Native American Languages Act to
provide for the support of Native Amer-
ican Language Survival Schools.

SR–485
Foreign Relations
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on issues relating to

the governement of Afghanistan, focus-

ing on the conduct of the Taliban (Mili-
tia tha rules Afghanistan).

SD–419
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs

To hold oversight hearings on the con-
duct of monetary policy by the Federal
Reserve.

SH–216
2 p.m.

Energy and Natural Resources
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on S. 2754, to provide

for the exchange of certain land in the
State of Utah; S. 2757, to provide for
the transfer or other disposition of cer-
tain lands at Melrose Air Force Range,
New Mexico, and Yakima Training
Center, Washington; and S. 2691, to pro-
vide further protections for the water-
shed of the Little Sandy River as part
of the Bull Run Watershed Manage-
ment Unit, Oregon.

SD–366

JULY 21

9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

committee
To hold oversight hearings on the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement im-
plementing the October 1999 announce-
ment by the President to review ap-
proximately 40 million acres of na-
tional forest for increased protection.

SD–366

JULY 25

9:30 a.m.
Armed Services

To hold hearings to examine the Na-
tional Missile Defense Program.

SH–216
10 a.m.

Indian Affairs
To hold oversight hearings on the Native

American Graves Protection and Repa-
triation Act.

SR–485

JULY 26

9 a.m.
Small Business

Business meeting to markup S. 1594, to
amend the Small Business Act and
Small Business Investment Act of 1958.

SR–428A
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

To hold hearings to review the federal
sugar program.

SR–328A
10 a.m.

Governmental Affairs
To hold hearings on S. 1801, to provide

for the identification, collection, and
review for declassification of records
and materials that are of extraordinary
public interest to the people of the
United States.

SD–342
2:30 p.m.

Energy and Natural Resources
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

committee
To hold oversight hearings on potential

timber sale contract liability incurred



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of RemarksE1216 July 12, 2000
by the government as a result of tim-
ber sale contract cancellations.

SD–366
Indian Affairs

To hold hearings on S. 2526, to amend the
Indian Health Care Improvement Act
to revise and extend such Act.

SR–485

JULY 27

9 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

To hold hearings to review proposals to
establish an international school lunch
program.

SR–328A

SEPTEMBER 26

9:30 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs

To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs on the
Legislative recommendation of the
American Legion.

345 Cannon Building
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Wednesday, July 12, 2000

Daily Digest
HIGHLIGHTS

The House passed H.R. 4810, Marriage Penalty Tax Elimination Rec-
onciliation Act.

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S6485–S6583
Measures Introduced: Eight bills and one resolution
were introduced, as follows: S. 2850 2857, and S.
Con. Res. 130.                                                             Page S6574

Measures Reported: Reports were made as follows:
S. 2386, to extend the Stamp Out Breast Cancer

Act. (S. Rept. No. 106–338)
S. 1911, to conserve Atlantic highly migratory

species of fish, with an amendment in the nature of
a substitute. (S. Rept. No. 106–339)

S. 1998, to establish the Yuma Crossing National
Heritage Area, with an amendment. (S. Rept. No.
106–340)

S. 2247, to establish the Wheeling National Her-
itage Area in the State of West Virginia, with
amendments. (S. Rept. No. 106–341)

H.R. 940, to establish the Lackawanna Heritage
Valley American Heritage Area, with an amendment
in the nature of a substitute. (S. Rept. No. 106–342)

S. 2787, to reauthorize the Federal programs to
prevent violence against women.                Pages S6573–74

Measures Passed:
National Fragile X Awareness Day: Committee

on the Judiciary was discharged from further consid-
eration of S. Res. 268, designating July 22, 2000 as
‘‘National Fragile X Awareness Day’’, and the resolu-
tion was then agreed to, after agreeing to the fol-
lowing amendments proposed thereto:            Page S6583

Warner (for Edwards/Hagel) Amendment No.
3818, designating July 22, 2000 as ‘‘National Frag-
ile X Awareness Day’’.                                            Page S6583

Warner (for Edwards/Hagel) Amendment No.
3819, to amend the preamble.                            Page S6583

Warner (for Edwards/Hagel) Amendment No.
3820, to amend the title.                                       Page S6583

Death Tax Elimination Act: Senate completed con-
sideration of the motion to proceed to the consider-

ation of H.R. 8, to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to phase out the estate and gift taxes
over a 10-year period.                                      Pages S6485–97

A unanimous-consent-time agreement was reached
providing for consideration of the bill and certain
amendments to be proposed thereto, on Thursday,
July 13, 2000. Further, following the disposition of
the amendments, the bill be advanced to third read-
ing and passage occur, all without any intervening
action or debate.                                                         Page S6497

National Defense Authorization: Senate continued
consideration of S. 2549, to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2001 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Department of Energy,
to prescribe personnel strengths for such fiscal year
for the Armed Forces, taking action on the following
amendments proposed thereto:
                                                                Pages S6497–98, S6538–67

Adopted:
By 86 yeas to 11 nays (Vote No. 174) Bennett/

Reid Amendment No. 3185, to provide for an ad-
justment of composite theoretical performance levels
of high performance computers.                 Pages S6497–98

Stevens Amendment No. 3815, to provide that
the limitation on payment of fines and penalties for
environmental compliance violations applies only to
fines and penalties imposed by Federal agencies.
                                                                                    Pages S6538–44

Byrd Amendment No. 3794 (to Amendment No.
3767), to provide for annual reporting of the na-
tional security implications of the bilateral trade and
economic relationship between the United States and
the People’s Republic of China.                  Pages S6544–46

Warner (for Byrd) Amendment No. 3767, to pro-
vide for annual reporting of the national security im-
plications of the bilateral trade and economic rela-
tionship between the United States and the People’s
Republic of China.                                                     Page S6546
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Warner (for Hutchison) Amendment No. 3733, to
authorize grants for the maintenance, repair, and
renovation of school facilities that serve dependents
of members of the Armed Forces and Department of
Defense employees.                                            Pages S6550–53

Warner (for McCain) Amendment No. 3737, to
repeal the prohibition on use of Department of De-
fense funds for the procurement of a nuclear-capable
shipyard crane from a foreign source.      Pages S6550–53

Warner Amendment No. 3734, to postpone im-
plementation of the Defense Joint Accounting Sys-
tem pending an analysis of the system.
                                                                                    Pages S6550–53

Levin (for Harkin) Modified Amendment No.
3762, to provide for the humane administration of
Department of Defense secrecy oaths and policies,
consistent with national security needs, where work-
ers and communities at nuclear weapons facilities
may have had their health compromised by exposure
to radioactive and other hazardous substances.
                                                                                    Pages S6550–53

Levin/Warner Amendment No. 3816, to stream-
line the requirements for procurement notice when
access to notice is provided electronically through
the single Governmentwide point of access des-
ignated in the Federal Acquisition Regulation.
                                                                                            Page S6553

Levin/Murray Amendment No. 3817, to authorize
a land conveyance, Mukilteo Tank Farm, Everett,
Washington.                                                                 Page S6553

Pending:
Feingold Amendment No. 3759, to terminate

production under the D5 submarine-launched bal-
listic missile program.                                     Pages S6546–49

Durbin Amendment No. 3732, to provide for
operationally realistic testing of National Missile De-
fense systems against countermeasures; and to estab-
lish an independent panel to review the testing.
                                                                Pages S6549–50, S6553–67

A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for further consideration of the bill on Thurs-
day, July 13, 2000, with votes to occur on certain
amendments beginning at 9:30 a.m.               Page S6498

Ordered further, following disposition of H.R.
4205, House companion measure and the appoint-
ment of conferees, the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration en bloc of S. 2550, S. 2551, and S. 2552,
all related measures; that all after the enacting clause
of these bills be stricken and that certain appropriate
portions of S. 2549, as amended, be inserted in lieu
thereof.                                                                             Page S6498

Ordered further, with respect to S. 2549, S. 2550,
S. 2551, and S. 2552, that if the Senate receives a
message from the House of Representatives, the Sen-
ate disagree with the House on its amendment or
amendments to the Senate-passed bill, and agree to

or request a conference with the House thereon; and
that the Chair be authorized to appoint conferees.
                                                                                            Page S6498

Subsequently, the unanimous-consent agreement
was modified.                                                               Page S6567

Interior Appropriations: Senate resumed consider-
ation of H.R. 4578, making appropriations for the
Department of the Interior and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2001, taking
action on the following amendment proposed there-
to:                                                                         Pages S6498–S6538

Adopted:
Wellstone Amendment No. 3772, to increase

funding for emergency expenses resulting from wind
storms.                                                                     Pages S6498–99

Gorton Amendment No. 3773, to make a tech-
nical correction.                                                           Page S6501

Gorton (for Byrd) Amendment No. 3801, to ap-
prove the reprogramming of funds for computational
services at the National Energy Technology Labora-
tory.                                                                                   Page S6501

Gorton Amendment No. 3802, to amend the
amount provided for the State of Florida Restoration
grants within National Park Service land acquisition.
                                                                                            Page S6501

Gorton (for Grams/Wellstone) Amendment No.
3803, to provide funding for expenses resulting from
windstorms, with an offset.                           Pages S6501–02

Thomas Amendment No. 3804, to provide addi-
tional funds for Payment in Lieu of Taxes program.
                                                                                    Pages S6502–03

Domenici Amendment No. 3806 (to Amendment
No. 3795), to protect communities from wildland
fire danger.                                                            Pages S6509–18

Craig Modified Amendment No. 3795, to provide
for a committee to review certain proposed rules
concerning the planning and management of Na-
tional Forest Service lands.                            Pages S6506–18

Collins Amendment No. 3807, to make emer-
gency funds available to the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service for salmon restoration and conserva-
tion efforts in the State of Maine.             Pages S6518–20

Sessions Amendment No. 3790, to prohibit the
use of funds for the publication of certain procedures
relating to gaming procedures.      Pages S6514, S6530–36

Rejected:
By 38 yeas to 62 nays (Vote No. 175), Durbin

Amendment No. 3810, to strike the provision relat-
ing to renewal of grazing permits and leases.
                                                                      Pages S6523–28, S6536

By 27 yeas to 73 nays (Vote No. 176), Inhofe
Amendment No. 3812, to provide $7,372,000 to
the Indian Health Service for diabetes treatment,
prevention, and research, with an offset.
                                                                      Pages S6528–30, S6537
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A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for further consideration of the bill and cer-
tain amendments to be proposed thereto, on Mon-
day, July 17, 2000, with certain votes to occur at
9:45 a.m. on Tuesday, July 18, 2000. Further, that
the Senate insist on it’s amendment, request a con-
ference with the House thereon, and the Chair be
authorized to appoint conferees on the part of the
Senate.                                                                              Page S6537

Messages From the House:                               Page S6571

Measures Referred:                                                 Page S6571

Measures Placed on Calendar:                Pages S6571–72

Measures Read First Time:                               Page S6572

Communications:                                             Pages S6572–73

Petitions:                                                                       Page S6573

Statements on Introduced Bills:            Pages S6574–76

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S6576–78

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S6578–82

Authority for Committees:                                Page S6582

Additional Statements:                                        Page S6571

Privileges of the Floor:                                        Page S6583

Record Votes: Three record votes were taken today.
(Total—176)                                            Pages S6498, S6536–37

Adjournment: Senate convened at 9:30 a.m., and
adjourned at 9:53 p.m., until 8:30 a.m. on Thurs-
day, July 13, 2000. (For Senate’s program, see the
remarks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on page S6583.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

ANTHRAX VACCINE
Committee on Armed Services: Committee held hearings
to examine the threat, effectiveness, safety, and sup-
ply of the Department of Defense Anthrax Vaccine
Immunization Program and the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration role with respect to the regulation of
the vaccine, receiving testimony from Rudy de Leon,
Deputy Secretary, Adm. J. Jarrett Clinton, USPHS,
First Assistant to the Assistant Secretary for Health
Affairs, Maj. Gen. Randall L. West, Senior Advisor
to the Deputy Secretary for Chemical and Biological
Protection, Anna Johnson-Winegar, Deputy Assist-
ant to the Secretary for Chemical and Biological De-
fense, David Oliver, Principal Deputy Secretary for
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, and Robert J.
Lieberman, Assistant Inspector General for Auditing,
all of the Department of Defense; and Kathryn C.
Zoon, Director, Center for Biologics Evaluation and

Research, Food and Drug Administration, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services.

Hearings recessed subject to call.

DISABLED CHILDREN MEDICAID
COVERAGE
Committee on the Budget: Committee concluded hear-
ings on certain provisions of S. 2274, to amend title
XIX of the Social Security Act to provide families
and disabled children with the opportunity to pur-
chase coverage under the Medicaid program for such
children, after receiving testimony from Senator
Kennedy; Representative Sessions; William J. Scan-
lon, Director, Health Financing and Public Health
Issues, Health, Education, and Human Services Divi-
sion, General Accounting Office; Arkansas Governor
Mike Huckabee, Little Rock; David Alexander, Ray-
mond Blank Children’s Hospital, Des Moines, Iowa;
Gordon Fay, Montgomery, Alabama; Rebecca
Eichhorn, Newberg, Oregon; and Tanya Baker-
McCue, Albuquerque, New Mexico.

NOMINATIONS
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation:
Committee concluded hearings on the nominations
of Francisco J. Sanchez, of Florida, to be an Assistant
Secretary of Transportation, and Katherine Milner
Anderson, of Virginia, Frank Henry Cruz, of Cali-
fornia, Kenneth Y. Tomlinson, of Virginia, and Er-
nest J. Wilson III, of Maryland, each to be a Mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting, after the nominees testified and
answered questions in their own behalf. Mr. Sanchez
was introduced by Senator Graham.

UNITED NATIONS IN AFRICA
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded
hearings to examine the United Nations policy in
Africa, focusing on future peace, prosperity and free-
dom, after receiving testimony from Richard C.
Holbrooke, United States Permanent Representative
to the United Nations; William Franklin Graham
III, Samaritan’s Purse, Boone, North Carolina; and
Eric G. Berman, Belmont, Massachusetts.

BIOTECHNOLOGY IN COMBATING
POVERTY AND HUNGER
Committee on Foreign Relations: Subcommittee on
International Economic Policy, Export and Trade
Promotion concluded hearings to examine the role of
biotechnology in combating hunger and poverty in
developing countries, after receiving testimony from
David B. Sandalow, Assistant Secretary of State for
Bureau of Oceans, Environment and Science; Andrew
Young, GoodWorks International, Atlanta, Georgia;
Roger N. Beachy, Donald Danforth Plant Science
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Center, St. Louis, Missouri; Brian Halweil, World-
watch Institute, Washington, D.C.

NOMINATIONS
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee concluded
hearings on the nominations of Glenn A. Fine, of
Maryland, to be Inspector General, Department of
Justice, Dennis M. Cavanaugh, to be United States
District Judge for the District of New Jersey, and
James S. Moody, Jr., Gregory A. Presnell, and John
E. Steele, each to be a United States District Judge
for the Middle District of Florida, after the nominees
testified and answered questions in their own behalf.
Mr. Cavanaugh was introduced by Senators Lauten-
berg and Torricelli, Mr. Moody, Mr. Presnell, and
Mr. Steele, were introduced by Senators Mack and
Graham, and Representative McCollum.

IDENTITY THEFT
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Tech-
nology, Terrorism, and Government Information
concluded hearings on preventing criminals from
using technology to prey upon society, focusing on
identity theft prevention measures and the imple-
mentation of the Identity Theft and Assumption De-
terrence Act (Pub. Law 105–318), after receiving
testimony from Jodie Bernstein, Director of the Bu-
reau of Consumer Protection, Federal Trade Commis-
sion; James G. Huse, Jr., Inspector General of Social
Security, Social Security Administration; Beth
Givens, Privacy Rights Clearinghouse, San Diego,
California; Steven M. Emmert, Reed Elsevier, Inc.,
on behalf of Lexis-Nexis and Individual Reference
Services Group, and Stuart K. Pratt, Associated
Credit Bureaus, Inc., both of Washington, D.C, and
Michelle Brown, Los Angeles, California.

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions:
Committee concluded hearings on proposed legisla-
tion authorizing funds for the National Science
Foundation, focusing on its role in and contribution
to our nation’s mathematics, science and engineering
research, and math and science education, after re-
ceiving testimony from Rita R. Colwell, Director,
National Science Foundation; Douglas E. Harris,
Vermont Institute for Science, Math, and Tech-
nology, Montpelier; Dennis M. Bartels, San Francisco
Exploratorium Center for Teaching and Learning,
San Francisco, California; Daniel L. Goroff, Harvard
University Derek Bok Center for Teaching and
Learning, and Charles M. Vest, Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology, both of Cambridge, Massachu-
setts; Joseph G. Danek, Experimental Program to
Stimulate Competitive Research Foundation, Wash-
ington, D.C.; and Steven J. Wallach, Chiaro Net-
works, Richardson, Texas.

RISK MANAGEMENT AND TORT LIABILITY
Committee on Indian Affairs: Committee concluded
oversight hearings on certain reports on the extent
and degree of liability insurance Tribal governments
have in order to provide compensation for people in-
jured as a result of accidents or torts committed by
Tribal employees, after receiving testimony from
Barry T. Hill, Associate Director, Energy, Resources,
and Science Issues, Resources, Community, and Eco-
nomic Development Division, General Accounting
Office; Ethan M. Posner, Deputy Associate Attorney
General, Department of Justice; Michael J. Ander-
son, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Interior for
Indian Affairs; and Michael Willis, Hobbs, Straus,
Dean and Walker, Washington, D.C., on behalf of
Bristol Bay Area Health Corporation.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 18 public bills, H.R. 4825–4842;
and 1 resolution, H. Res. 549, were introduced.
                                                                                    Pages H5954–55

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows.
Filed on July 11, H.R. 3886, to combat inter-

national money laundering, amended (H. Rept.
106–728);

Report on the Revised Suballocation of Budget
Allocations for Fiscal Year 2001 (H. Rept.
106–729);

H. Res. 534, expressing the sense of the House of
Representatives that the recent nuclear weapons se-
curity failures at Los Alamos National Laboratory
demonstrate that security policy and security proce-
dures within the National Nuclear Security Admin-
istration remain inadequate, that the individuals re-
sponsible for such policy and procedures must be
held accountable for their performance, and that im-
mediate action must be taken to correct security de-
ficiencies (H. Rept. 106–730);                            Page H5954
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Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a letter from the
Speaker wherein he designated Representative Gut-
knecht to act as Speaker pro tempore for today.
                                                                                            Page H5847

Journal: The House agreed to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal of July 11 by a yea and nay vote of
354 yeas to 50 nays with 1 voting ‘‘present’’, Roll
No. 386.                                                    Pages H5847, H5850–51

Suspensions: The House agreed to suspend the rules
pass the following measures debated on July 11:

Acquisition of the Baca Ranch with the Valles
Caldera: S. 1892, to authorize the acquisition of the
Valles Caldera, to provide for an effective land and
wildlife management program for this resource with-
in the Department of Agriculture (passed by a re-
corded vote of 377 ayes to 45 noes, Roll No. 388)—
clearing the measure for the President;
                                                                                    Pages H5856–57

Barbara F. Vucanovich Post Office in Reno,
NV: H.R. 4169, to designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 2000 Vassar
Street in Reno, Nevada, as the ‘‘Barbara F. Vucano-
vich Post Office Building;’’ (passed by a recorded
vote of 418 ayes to 1 no, Roll No. 389) and
                                                                                    Pages H5857–58

Samuel H. Lacy, Sr. Post Office in Baltimore,
MD: H.R. 4447, to designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 919 West
34th Street in Baltimore, Maryland, as the ‘‘Samuel
H. Lacy, Sr. Post Office Building’’ (passed by a re-
corded vote of 412 ayes with none voting ‘‘ no’’,
Roll No. 393).                                                             Page H5881

Marriage Penalty Tax Elimination Reconciliation
Act: The House passed H.R. 4810, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to section 103(a)(1) of the
concurrent resolution on the budget for fiscal year
2001 by a recorded vote of 269 ayes to 159 noes,
Roll No. 392.                                                      Pages H5858–80

Rejected the Rangel motion to recommit the bill
to the Committee on Ways and Means with instruc-
tions to report it back with an amendment that
makes all tax reductions contingent on Medicare pre-
scription drug benefits and no on-budget deficit by
a recorded vote of 197 ayes to 230 noes, Roll No.
391.                                                                           Pages H5877–79

Rejected the Rangel amendment in the nature of
a substitute that increases the standard deduction for
joint returns so that it is equal to twice the standard
deduction for single taxpayers; adjusts the alternative
minimum tax so that it would not disallow the full
benefit of the increase in the standard deduction; in-
creases the income level at which the earned income
credit (EIC) begins to phase out and repeals the re-
duction in the EIC by the amount of the minimum

tax by a recorded vote of 198 ayes to 228 noes, Roll
No. 390.                                                                 Pages H5868–77

Agreed to H. Res. 545, the rule that provided for
consideration of the bill by a yea and nay vote of
407 yeas to 16 nays, Roll No. 387.         Pages H5851–56

Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture: Read a letter from Chairman Shuster wherein
he transmitted copies of resolutions approved by the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure on
June 21—referred to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.                                                                         Pages H5881–82

Send to Conference—DOD Appropriations: The
House disagreed to the Senate amendments to H.R.
4576, making appropriations for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2001 and agreed to a conference. Appointed as con-
ferees: Chairman Young of Florida and Representa-
tives Lewis of California, Skeen, Hobson, Bonilla,
Nethercutt, Istook, Cunningham, Dickey, Freling-
huysen, Obey, Murtha, Dicks, Sabo, Dixon, Vis-
closky, and Moran of Virginia.                           Page H5923

Agreed to close portions of the conference when
classified information is under consideration by a yea
and nay vote of 407 yeas to 7 nays, Roll No. 395.
                                                                                    Pages H5023–24

Foreign Operations Appropriations: The House
completed general debate and began considering
amendments to H.R. 4811, making appropriations
for foreign operations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2001.                                              Pages H5882–H5923, H5924–53

Agreed To:
Sherman amendment that increases funding for

disease programs related to HIV/AIDS by $10 mil-
lion and decreases funding for the World Bank
International Development Association accordingly;
                                                                                    Pages H5941–42

Amendments Offered and Debated:
Waters amendment No. 27 printed in the Con-

gressional Record that seeks to increase funding for
the Heavily Indebted Poor Country (HIPC) Trust
Fund by $155.6 million with offsets of $82.5 mil-
lion from Export-Import Bank direct loan programs,
$7 million from Export-Import Bank administrative
expenses, $5.3 million from international military
education and training programs, and $200 million
from the foreign military financing programs includ-
ing grants for Israel and Egypt;                         Page H5926

Lee amendment that seeks to increase funding for
child survival and disease programs related to HIV/
AIDS by $42 million and decrease foreign military
financing program grants accordingly;    Pages H5933–39

Point of Order Sustained Against:
Pelosi amendment that sought to increase funding

available for the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries
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Trust Fund of the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development by $210 million for FY
2000 and $179.6 million for FY 2001;
                                                                                    Pages H5904–23

Proviso on pages 11 and 12 dealing with the
Microenterprise Initiative;                                     Page H5943

Payne amendment that sought to make available
$720 million for the Development Fund for Africa
from the amount appropriated for Development As-
sistance;                                                                   Pages H5948–51

Payne amendment that sought to make available
$500,000 for a grant to the Office of the Facilitator
of the National Dialogue for the peace process in the
Democratic Republic of the Congo;         Pages H5950–51

Jackson-Lee amendment that sought to increase
funding for peacekeeping operations in Africa by
$10 million and decrease funding for international
disaster assistance accordingly;                    Pages H5951–53

Withdrawn:
Burton amendment No. 4 printed in the Congres-

sional Record was offered and withdrawn that sought
to increase Colombian National Police funding by
$99.5 million with funding offsets from the Export-
Import Bank and Bilateral Economic Assistance pro-
grams;                                                                      Pages H5924–26

Brown of Ohio amendment was offered and with-
drawn that sought to increase funding for child sur-
vival and disease programs related to tuberculosis by
$40 million and decrease the Asian Development
Fund accordingly;                                              Pages H5939–41

Roemer amendment No. 18 printed in the Con-
gressional Record was offered and withdrawn that
sought to increase funding for Microenterprise loans
for the poor by $15 million with offsets from other
Bilateral Economic Assistance programs;
                                                                                    Pages H5943–45

Smith of Michigan amendment was offered and
withdrawn that sought to make available $30 mil-
lion for plant biotechnology research and develop-
ment;                                                                        Pages H5945–46

Sanders amendment No. 20 printed in the Con-
gressional Record was offered and withdrawn that
sought to increase funding for programs to assist
women and children who are victims of international
trafficking by $2.5 million and decrease Inter-
national Military Education and Training funding
accordingly;                                                           Pages H5946–48

Agreed to H. Res. 546, the rule that provided for
consideration of the bill by a yea and nay vote of
225 yeas to 199 nays, Roll No. 394.      Pages H5882–89

Order of Business—Foreign Operations Appro-
priations: Agreed that no further amendments shall
be in order except (1) pro forma amendments offered
by the Chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations or their designees
for the purpose of debate; (2) two amendments de-

batable for 60 minutes, either amendment No. 11 or
amendment No. 15 printed in the Congressional
Record and the Lee amendment regarding the Child
Survival and Disease Program; (3) two amendments
debatable for 30 minutes, amendment No. 28 print-
ed in the Congressional Record and the Payne
amendment regarding Development Assistance;
                                                                                    Pages H5932–33

(4) Three amendments debatable for 20 minutes,
either amendment No. 5 or amendment No. 6 print-
ed in the Congressional Record, Jackson-Lee amend-
ment regarding conscription under the age of 18,
and amendment No. 18 printed in the Congressional
Record;                                                                    Pages H5932–33

(5) Thirty-three amendments debatable for 10
minutes, Bereuter amendment regarding North
Korea; Baker amendment regarding Panama; Smith
of Michigan amendment regarding biotechnology re-
search; Brown of Ohio amendment regarding Child
Survival and Disease Program fund; Brown of Ohio
amendment regarding the Tariff Act; Jackson-Lee of
Texas amendment regarding Peacekeeping Oper-
ations; Jackson-Lee of Texas amendment regarding
Economic Support Fund, Payne amendment regard-
ing Congo; Payne amendment regarding Sanctions
against Angola;                                                    Pages H5932–33

Payne amendment regarding Peacekeeping Oper-
ations; Payne amendment regarding Sudan; Payne
amendment regarding Restrictions on Assistance to
Governments Destabilizing Angola, Menendez
amendment regarding Peru; Filner amendment re-
garding Economic Support Fund; Conyers amend-
ment regarding Section 558; Capuano amendment
regarding Armenia-Azerbaijan Peace and Democracy
Initiative; Capuano amendment regarding Termi-
nation of Unilateral Agricultural or Medical Sanc-
tions; Nadler amendment regarding Honor Crimes;
Jackson of Illinois amendment regarding the African
Development Bank; Latham amendment regarding
International Financial Institution Loans; Kaptur
amendment regarding the Ukraine; Sherman amend-
ment regarding Child Survival; and amendments
numbered 7, 9, 13 ,16, 17, 19, 20, 23, 24, 25, and
26.                                                                              Pages H5932–33

Meeting Hour—Thursday, July 13: Agreed that
when the House adjourns this legislative day it ad-
journ to meet at 9 a.m. on Thursday, July 13.
                                                                                            Page H5953

Amendments: Amendments ordered printed pursu-
ant to the rule appear on pages H5956–59.
Quorum Calls—Votes: Four yea and nay votes and
six recorded votes developed during the proceedings
of the House today and appear on pages H5851,
H5856, H5856–57, H5857–58, H5877, H5879–80,
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H5880–81, H5881, H5888–89, and H5923–24.
There were no quorum calls.
Adjournment: The House met at 9 a.m. and ad-
journed at 1:25 a.m. on Thursday, July 13.

Committee Meetings
FEDERAL FARM POLICY
Committee on Agriculture: Held a hearing to review
federal farm policy. Testimony was heard from pub-
lic witnesses.

Hearings continue July 19.

REVISED SUBALLOCATION OF BUDGET
ALLOCATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Ordered reported a report
on the revised suballocation of budget allocations for
fiscal year 2001.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA BUDGET
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on the
District of Columbia held a hearing on Fiscal Year
2001 District of Columbia Budget. Testimony was
heard from the following officials of the District of
Columbia: Anthony A. Williams, Mayor; and Linda
M. Cropp, Chairman, Council; and Alice M. Rivlin,
Chairman, D.C. Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority.

MEDICARE AND MEDICAID—PAYMENT
ERRORS
Committee on the Budget: Health Task Force held a
hearing on Blowing Smoke on the Invisible Man,
Measuring Fraud, Payment Errors in Medicare and
Medicaid. Testimony was heard from the following
officials of the GAO: Gloria L. Jarmon, Director,
Civil Audits; and William D. Hamel, Special Agent;
Penny Thompson, Director, Program Integrity
Group, Health Care Financing Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services; and Robb
Miller, Inspector General, Department of Public
Aid, State of Illinois.

DOE’S MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Committee on the Budget: Natural Resources and the
Environment Task Force held a hearing on Depart-
ment of Energy Management Practices. Testimony
was heard from the following officials of the Depart-
ment of Energy: Carolyn Huntoon, Assistant Sec-
retary, Environmental Management; and Brig. Gen.
Thomas Giocanda, USAF, Acting Deputy Adminis-
trator, Defense Programs; and Gary Jones, Associate
Director, Energy Resources and Science, GAO.

COMMODITY FUTURES MODERNIZATION
ACT
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Finance and
Hazardous Materials held a hearing on H.R. 4541,
Commodity Futures Modernization Act of 2000.
Testimony was heard from Arthur Levitt, Chairman,
SEC; C. Robert Paul, General Counsel, Commodity
Futures Trading Commission; Patrick M. Parkinson,
Associate Director, Division of Research and Statis-
tics, Board of Governors, Federal Reserve System;
and Lewis A. Sachs, Assistant Secretary, Financial
Markets, Department of the Treasury.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on
Government Management, Information, and Tech-
nology held a hearing on the following measures:
Federal Property Asset Management Reform Act;
and H.R. 3285, Federal Asset Management Improve-
ment Act of 1999. Testimony was heard from Rep-
resentative Sessions; the following officials of the
GSA: David Barram, Administrator; and David L.
Bibb, Deputy Associate Administrator, Office of
Governmentwide Policy; Bernie Ungar, Director,
Governmentwide Business Operations Issues, GAO;
Rear Adm. Ronald F. Silva, USCG, Assistant Com-
mandant, Systems and Chief Engineer, U.S. Coast
Guard, Department of Transportation; and public
witnesses.

HEPATITIS C: VA HEALTH CARE SYSTEM
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on
National Security, Veterans’ Affairs and International
Relations held a hearing on Hepatitis C: Access,
Testing and Treatment in the VA Health Care Sys-
tem. Testimony was heard from the following offi-
cials of the Department of Veterans Affairs: Thomas
Holohan, M.D., Chief, Patient Care Services, Vet-
erans Health Administration; Frank Iber, M.D., Gas-
troenterologist, Hines VA Medical Center; Samuel B.
Ho, M.D., Staff Physician, Minneapolis VA Medical
Center; and Norbert Brau, M.D., Staff Physician,
Bronx VA Medical Center; and public witnesses.

GLOBAL TERRORISM
Committee on International Relations: Held a hearing on
Global Terrorism: South Asia-The New Locus. Testi-
mony was heard from the following officials of the
Department of State: Michael A. Sheehan, Ambas-
sador-at-Large, Coordinator for Counterterrorism;
and Alan W. Eastham, Jr., Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary, Bureau of South Asian Affairs.

OVERSIGHT—CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION—
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution held an oversight hearing on the Civil
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Rights Division of the Department of Justice. Testi-
mony was heard from Bill Lann Lee, Acting Assist-
ant Attorney General, Civil Rights Division, Depart-
ment of Justice.

CONTEMPT OF CONGRESS ISSUES;
OVERSIGHT—OFFICE OF INSULAR AFFAIRS
Committee on Resources: Approved a motion to sustain
rulings by Chairman Don Young on objections to
the production of records subject to subpoenas issued
by Chairman Don Young under the authority of a
resolution adopted by the Committee on Resources
on June 9, 1999, which objections were raised by
Robert A. Berman, Henry M. Banta, Danielle Brian
Stockton, Keith Rutter, and the Project on Govern-
ment Oversight.

The Committee also held an oversight hearing on
Office of Insular Affairs, U.S. Department of the In-
terior. Testimony was heard from the following offi-
cials of the Department of the Interior: Earl E.
Devaney, Inspector General; and Ferdinand Aranza,
Director, Office of Insular Affairs; and Allen
Stayman, Office of Compact Negotiator, E.A.P., De-
partment of State.

VETERANS LEGISLATION
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Subcommittee on Bene-
fits held a hearing on the following bills: H.R.
4765, 21st Century Veterans Employment and
Training Act; and H.R. 3256, Veterans’ Right to
Know Act. Testimony was heard from Representa-
tives Pascrell and Doyle; Joseph Thompson, Under
Secretary, Benefits, Veterans Benefits Administra-
tion, Department of Veterans Affairs; Espiridion
Borrego, Assistant Secretary, Veterans’ Employment
and Training, Department of Labor; Alan Gibson,
Disabled Veteran Outreach Program Specialist, State
of Missouri; James H. Hartman, Director, Veterans
Employment and Training Service, State of New
York; Stephen A. Horton, Manager, Employment Se-
curity Program Services, Department of Industrial
Relations, State of Alabama; and public witnesses.

Hearings continue tomorrow.
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY,
JULY 13, 2000

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Energy

and Water Development, business meeting to mark up
H.R. 4733, making appropriations for energy and water
development for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2001, 2 p.m., SD–124.

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: busi-
ness meeting to mark up S. 2107, to amend the Securi-

ties Act of 1933 and the Securities Exchange Act of 1934
to reduce securities fees in excess of those required to
fund the operations of the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission, to adjust compensation provisions for employees
of the Commission; S. 2266, to provide for the minting
of commemorative coins to support the 2002 Salt Lake
Olympic Winter Games and the programs of the United
States Olympic Committee; S. 2453, to authorize the
President to award a gold medal on behalf of Congress
to Pope John Paul II in recognition of his outstanding
and enduring contributions to humanity; S. 2459, to pro-
vide for the award of a gold medal on behalf of the Con-
gress to former President Ronald Reagan and his wife
Nancy Reagan in recognition of their service to the Na-
tion; S. 2101, to promote international monetary stability
and to share seigniorage with officially dollarized coun-
tries; and a committee print of a substitute amendment
to H.R. 3046, to preserve limited Federal agency report-
ing requirements on banking and housing matters to fa-
cilitate congressional oversight and public accountability,
10 a.m., SD–538.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: business
meeting to consider pending calendar business; to be fol-
lowed by oversight hearings to examine American gaso-
line supply problems, 9:30 a.m., SD–366.

Subcommittee on National Parks, Historic Preserva-
tion, and Recreation, to hold hearings on S. 2294, to es-
tablish the Rosie the Riveter-World War II Home Front
National Historical Park in the State of California; S.
2331, to direct the Secretary of the Interior to recalculate
the franchise fee owed by Fort Sumter Tours, Inc., a con-
cessioner providing services to Fort Sumter National
Monument, South Carolina; and S. 2598, to authorize ap-
propriations for the United States Holocaust Memorial
Museum, 2:30 p.m., SD–366.

Committee on Governmental Affairs: Subcommittee on
International Security, Proliferation and Federal Services,
to hold hearings to examine the annual report of the
Postmaster General, 2 p.m., SD–342.

Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: Sub-
committee on Employment, Safety and Training, to hold
hearings to examine ergonomics and health care, 9:30
a.m., SD–430.

Select Committee on Intelligence: to hold closed hearings on
pending intelligence matters, 2:30 p.m., SH–219.

House
Committee on Agriculture, Subcommittee on Livestock

and Horticulture, hearing to review the agricultural con-
sequences of banning methyl bromide, 10 a.m., 1300
Longworth.

Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia, to mark up the District of Columbia
appropriations for fiscal year 2001, 2 p.m., H–144 Cap-
itol.

Committee on Armed Services, Special Oversight Panel on
Terrorism, hearing on terrorism and threats to U.S. inter-
ests in the Middle East, 10 a.m., 2212 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Military Personnel, hearing on De-
partment of Defense management of the Anthrax Vaccine
Immunization Program, 10 a.m., 2118 Rayburn.
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Committee on Commerce, to mark up the following bills:
H.R. 2944, Electricity Competition and Reliability Act
of 1999; and H.R. 4807, Ryan White CARE Act
Amendments of 2000, 10 a.m., 2123 Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform, Subcommittee on Gov-
ernment Management, Information, and Technology,
hearing on H.R. 4012, Construction Quality Assurance
Act of 2000, 10 a.m., 2154 Rayburn.

Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on Commer-
cial and Administrative Law, to mark up H.R. 534, Fair-
ness and Voluntary Arbitration Act, 10 a.m., B–352 Ray-
burn.

Subcommittee on Courts and Intellectual Property,
oversight hearing on Gene Patents and Other Genomic
Inventions, 9:30 a.m., 2141 Rayburn,

Subcommittee on Crime, hearing on the following
bills: H.R. 4423, Probation Officers’ Protection Act of
2000; and H.R. 3484, Child Sex Crimes Wiretapping
Act of 1999, 10 a.m., 2237 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Crime, oversight hearing on the U.S.
Marshals Service, 1:30 p.m., 2237 Rayburn.

Committee on Resources, Subcommittee on National
Parks, and Public Lands, hearing on the following bills:
H.R. 2752, Lincoln County Land Act of 1999; H.R.
4312, Upper Housatonic National Heritage Area Study
Act of 2000; H.R. 4613, National Historic Lighthouse
Preservation Act of 2000; and H.R. 4721, to provide for
all right, title, and interest in and to certain property in
Washington County, Utah, to be vested in the United
States, 10 a.m., 1324 Longworth.

Subcommittee on Water and Power, oversight hearing
on the Bureau of Reclamation’s Title XVI program, 2
p.m., 1324 Longworth.

Committee on Science, Subcommittee on Energy and Envi-
ronment, hearing on Strengthening Science at the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency-National Research
Council Findings, 2 p.m., 2318 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Technology, hearing to review the
Morella Commission Report: Recommendations to At-
tract Women and Minorities Into Science, Engineering
and Technology, 10:30 a.m., 2318 Rayburn.

Committee on Small Business, Subcommittee on Tax, Fi-
nance, and Exports, hearing on the impact of banning
snowmobiles inside National Parks on small business, 10
a.m., 2360 Rayburn.

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, to mark
up the Water Resources Development Act of 2000, 2
p.m., 2167 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Water Resources, to mark up the
Water Resources Development Act of 2000, 10 a.m.,
2167 Rayburn.

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, Subcommittee on Bene-
fits, to continue hearings on the following bills: H.R.
4765, 21st Century Veterans Employment and Training
Act; and H.R. 3256, Veterans’ Right to Know Act, 9
a.m., 334 Cannon.

Committee on Ways and Means, to mark up the following
measures: the Comprehensive Retirement Security and
Pension Reform Act; and H.J. Res. 103, disapproving the
extension of the waiver authority contained in section
402(c) of the Trade Act of 1974 with respect to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, 1 p.m., 1100 Longworth.

Subcommittee on Social Security, hearing on Chal-
lenges Facing Social Security Disability Programs in the
21st Century, 10 a.m., B–318 Rayburn.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

8:30 a.m., Thursday, July 13

Senate Chamber

Program for Thursday: Senate will begin consideration
of H.R. 8, Death Tax Elimination Act.

At 9:30 a.m., Senate will continue consideration of S.
2549, Defense Authorization, with votes to occur on cer-
tain amendments proposed thereto and on final disposi-
tion; following which, Senate will continue consideration
of H.R. 8, Death Tax Elimination Act.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

9 a.m., Thursday, July 13

House Chamber

Program for Thursday: Consideration of H.R. 4811,
Foreign Operations Appropriations, FY 2001.
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Warner (for Hutchison) Amendment No. 3733, to
authorize grants for the maintenance, repair, and
renovation of school facilities that serve dependents
of members of the Armed Forces and Department of
Defense employees.                                            Pages S6550–53

Warner (for McCain) Amendment No. 3737, to
repeal the prohibition on use of Department of De-
fense funds for the procurement of a nuclear-capable
shipyard crane from a foreign source.      Pages S6550–53

Warner Amendment No. 3734, to postpone im-
plementation of the Defense Joint Accounting Sys-
tem pending an analysis of the system.
                                                                                    Pages S6550–53

Levin (for Harkin) Modified Amendment No.
3762, to provide for the humane administration of
Department of Defense secrecy oaths and policies,
consistent with national security needs, where work-
ers and communities at nuclear weapons facilities
may have had their health compromised by exposure
to radioactive and other hazardous substances.
                                                                                    Pages S6550–53

Levin/Warner Amendment No. 3816, to stream-
line the requirements for procurement notice when
access to notice is provided electronically through
the single Governmentwide point of access des-
ignated in the Federal Acquisition Regulation.
                                                                                            Page S6553

Levin/Murray Amendment No. 3817, to authorize
a land conveyance, Mukilteo Tank Farm, Everett,
Washington.                                                                 Page S6553

Pending:
Feingold Amendment No. 3759, to terminate

production under the D5 submarine-launched bal-
listic missile program.                                     Pages S6546–49

Durbin Amendment No. 3732, to provide for
operationally realistic testing of National Missile De-
fense systems against countermeasures; and to estab-
lish an independent panel to review the testing.
                                                                Pages S6549–50, S6553–67

A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for further consideration of the bill on Thurs-
day, July 13, 2000, with votes to occur on certain
amendments beginning at 9:30 a.m.               Page S6498

Ordered further, following disposition of H.R.
4205, House companion measure and the appoint-
ment of conferees, the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration en bloc of S. 2550, S. 2551, and S. 2552,
all related measures; that all after the enacting clause
of these bills be stricken and that certain appropriate
portions of S. 2549, as amended, be inserted in lieu
thereof.                                                                             Page S6498

Ordered further, with respect to S. 2549, S. 2550,
S. 2551, and S. 2552, that if the Senate receives a
message from the House of Representatives, the Sen-
ate disagree with the House on its amendment or
amendments to the Senate-passed bill, and agree to

or request a conference with the House thereon; and
that the Chair be authorized to appoint conferees.
                                                                                            Page S6498

Subsequently, the unanimous-consent agreement
was modified.                                                               Page S6567

Interior Appropriations: Senate resumed consider-
ation of H.R. 4578, making appropriations for the
Department of the Interior and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2001, taking
action on the following amendment proposed there-
to:                                                                         Pages S6498–S6538

Adopted:
Wellstone Amendment No. 3772, to increase

funding for emergency expenses resulting from wind
storms.                                                                     Pages S6498–99

Gorton Amendment No. 3773, to make a tech-
nical correction.                                                           Page S6501

Gorton (for Byrd) Amendment No. 3801, to ap-
prove the reprogramming of funds for computational
services at the National Energy Technology Labora-
tory.                                                                                   Page S6501

Gorton Amendment No. 3802, to amend the
amount provided for the State of Florida Restoration
grants within National Park Service land acquisition.
                                                                                            Page S6501

Gorton (for Grams/Wellstone) Amendment No.
3803, to provide funding for expenses resulting from
windstorms, with an offset.                           Pages S6501–02

Thomas Amendment No. 3804, to provide addi-
tional funds for Payment in Lieu of Taxes program.
                                                                                    Pages S6502–03

Domenici Amendment No. 3806 (to Amendment
No. 3795), to protect communities from wildland
fire danger.                                                            Pages S6509–18

Craig Modified Amendment No. 3795, to provide
for a committee to review certain proposed rules
concerning the planning and management of Na-
tional Forest Service lands.                            Pages S6506–18

Collins Amendment No. 3807, to make emer-
gency funds available to the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service for salmon restoration and conserva-
tion efforts in the State of Maine.             Pages S6518–20

Sessions Amendment No. 3790, to prohibit the
use of funds for the publication of certain procedures
relating to gaming procedures.      Pages S6514, S6530–36

Rejected:
By 38 yeas to 62 nays (Vote No. 175), Durbin

Amendment No. 3810, to strike the provision relat-
ing to renewal of grazing permits and leases.
                                                                      Pages S6523–28, S6536

By 27 yeas to 73 nays (Vote No. 176), Inhofe
Amendment No. 3812, to provide $7,372,000 to
the Indian Health Service for diabetes treatment,
prevention, and research, with an offset.
                                                                      Pages S6528–30, S6537
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A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for further consideration of the bill and cer-
tain amendments to be proposed thereto, on Mon-
day, July 17, 2000, with certain votes to occur at
9:45 a.m. on Tuesday, July 18, 2000. Further, that
the Senate insist on it’s amendment, request a con-
ference with the House thereon, and the Chair be
authorized to appoint conferees on the part of the
Senate.                                                                              Page S6537

Messages From the House:                               Page S6571

Measures Referred:                                                 Page S6571

Measures Placed on Calendar:                Pages S6571–72

Measures Read First Time:                               Page S6572

Communications:                                             Pages S6572–73

Petitions:                                                                       Page S6573

Statements on Introduced Bills:            Pages S6574–76

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S6576–78

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S6578–82

Authority for Committees:                                Page S6582

Additional Statements:                                        Page S6571

Privileges of the Floor:                                        Page S6583

Record Votes: Three record votes were taken today.
(Total—176)                                            Pages S6498, S6536–37

Adjournment: Senate convened at 9:30 a.m., and
adjourned at 9:53 p.m., until 8:30 a.m. on Thurs-
day, July 13, 2000. (For Senate’s program, see the
remarks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on page S6583.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

ANTHRAX VACCINE
Committee on Armed Services: Committee held hearings
to examine the threat, effectiveness, safety, and sup-
ply of the Department of Defense Anthrax Vaccine
Immunization Program and the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration role with respect to the regulation of
the vaccine, receiving testimony from Rudy de Leon,
Deputy Secretary, Adm. J. Jarrett Clinton, USPHS,
First Assistant to the Assistant Secretary for Health
Affairs, Maj. Gen. Randall L. West, Senior Advisor
to the Deputy Secretary for Chemical and Biological
Protection, Anna Johnson-Winegar, Deputy Assist-
ant to the Secretary for Chemical and Biological De-
fense, David Oliver, Principal Deputy Secretary for
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, and Robert J.
Lieberman, Assistant Inspector General for Auditing,
all of the Department of Defense; and Kathryn C.
Zoon, Director, Center for Biologics Evaluation and

Research, Food and Drug Administration, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services.

Hearings recessed subject to call.

DISABLED CHILDREN MEDICAID
COVERAGE
Committee on the Budget: Committee concluded hear-
ings on certain provisions of S. 2274, to amend title
XIX of the Social Security Act to provide families
and disabled children with the opportunity to pur-
chase coverage under the Medicaid program for such
children, after receiving testimony from Senator
Kennedy; Representative Sessions; William J. Scan-
lon, Director, Health Financing and Public Health
Issues, Health, Education, and Human Services Divi-
sion, General Accounting Office; Arkansas Governor
Mike Huckabee, Little Rock; David Alexander, Ray-
mond Blank Children’s Hospital, Des Moines, Iowa;
Gordon Fay, Montgomery, Alabama; Rebecca
Eichhorn, Newberg, Oregon; and Tanya Baker-
McCue, Albuquerque, New Mexico.

NOMINATIONS
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation:
Committee concluded hearings on the nominations
of Francisco J. Sanchez, of Florida, to be an Assistant
Secretary of Transportation, and Katherine Milner
Anderson, of Virginia, Frank Henry Cruz, of Cali-
fornia, Kenneth Y. Tomlinson, of Virginia, and Er-
nest J. Wilson III, of Maryland, each to be a Mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting, after the nominees testified and
answered questions in their own behalf. Mr. Sanchez
was introduced by Senator Graham.

UNITED NATIONS IN AFRICA
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded
hearings to examine the United Nations policy in
Africa, focusing on future peace, prosperity and free-
dom, after receiving testimony from Richard C.
Holbrooke, United States Permanent Representative
to the United Nations; William Franklin Graham
III, Samaritan’s Purse, Boone, North Carolina; and
Eric G. Berman, Belmont, Massachusetts.

BIOTECHNOLOGY IN COMBATING
POVERTY AND HUNGER
Committee on Foreign Relations: Subcommittee on
International Economic Policy, Export and Trade
Promotion concluded hearings to examine the role of
biotechnology in combating hunger and poverty in
developing countries, after receiving testimony from
David B. Sandalow, Assistant Secretary of State for
Bureau of Oceans, Environment and Science; Andrew
Young, GoodWorks International, Atlanta, Georgia;
Roger N. Beachy, Donald Danforth Plant Science
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Center, St. Louis, Missouri; Brian Halweil, World-
watch Institute, Washington, D.C.

NOMINATIONS
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee concluded
hearings on the nominations of Glenn A. Fine, of
Maryland, to be Inspector General, Department of
Justice, Dennis M. Cavanaugh, to be United States
District Judge for the District of New Jersey, and
James S. Moody, Jr., Gregory A. Presnell, and John
E. Steele, each to be a United States District Judge
for the Middle District of Florida, after the nominees
testified and answered questions in their own behalf.
Mr. Cavanaugh was introduced by Senators Lauten-
berg and Torricelli, Mr. Moody, Mr. Presnell, and
Mr. Steele, were introduced by Senators Mack and
Graham, and Representative McCollum.

IDENTITY THEFT
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Tech-
nology, Terrorism, and Government Information
concluded hearings on preventing criminals from
using technology to prey upon society, focusing on
identity theft prevention measures and the imple-
mentation of the Identity Theft and Assumption De-
terrence Act (Pub. Law 105–318), after receiving
testimony from Jodie Bernstein, Director of the Bu-
reau of Consumer Protection, Federal Trade Commis-
sion; James G. Huse, Jr., Inspector General of Social
Security, Social Security Administration; Beth
Givens, Privacy Rights Clearinghouse, San Diego,
California; Steven M. Emmert, Reed Elsevier, Inc.,
on behalf of Lexis-Nexis and Individual Reference
Services Group, and Stuart K. Pratt, Associated
Credit Bureaus, Inc., both of Washington, D.C, and
Michelle Brown, Los Angeles, California.

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions:
Committee concluded hearings on proposed legisla-
tion authorizing funds for the National Science
Foundation, focusing on its role in and contribution
to our nation’s mathematics, science and engineering
research, and math and science education, after re-
ceiving testimony from Rita R. Colwell, Director,
National Science Foundation; Douglas E. Harris,
Vermont Institute for Science, Math, and Tech-
nology, Montpelier; Dennis M. Bartels, San Francisco
Exploratorium Center for Teaching and Learning,
San Francisco, California; Daniel L. Goroff, Harvard
University Derek Bok Center for Teaching and
Learning, and Charles M. Vest, Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology, both of Cambridge, Massachu-
setts; Joseph G. Danek, Experimental Program to
Stimulate Competitive Research Foundation, Wash-
ington, D.C.; and Steven J. Wallach, Chiaro Net-
works, Richardson, Texas.

RISK MANAGEMENT AND TORT LIABILITY
Committee on Indian Affairs: Committee concluded
oversight hearings on certain reports on the extent
and degree of liability insurance Tribal governments
have in order to provide compensation for people in-
jured as a result of accidents or torts committed by
Tribal employees, after receiving testimony from
Barry T. Hill, Associate Director, Energy, Resources,
and Science Issues, Resources, Community, and Eco-
nomic Development Division, General Accounting
Office; Ethan M. Posner, Deputy Associate Attorney
General, Department of Justice; Michael J. Ander-
son, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Interior for
Indian Affairs; and Michael Willis, Hobbs, Straus,
Dean and Walker, Washington, D.C., on behalf of
Bristol Bay Area Health Corporation.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 18 public bills, H.R. 4825–4842;
and 1 resolution, H. Res. 549, were introduced.
                                                                                    Pages H5954–55

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows.
Filed on July 11, H.R. 3886, to combat inter-

national money laundering, amended (H. Rept.
106–728);

Report on the Revised Suballocation of Budget
Allocations for Fiscal Year 2001 (H. Rept.
106–729);

H. Res. 534, expressing the sense of the House of
Representatives that the recent nuclear weapons se-
curity failures at Los Alamos National Laboratory
demonstrate that security policy and security proce-
dures within the National Nuclear Security Admin-
istration remain inadequate, that the individuals re-
sponsible for such policy and procedures must be
held accountable for their performance, and that im-
mediate action must be taken to correct security de-
ficiencies (H. Rept. 106–730);                            Page H5954

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 07:42 Jul 13, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00004 Fmt 0627 Sfmt 0627 E:\CR\FM\D12JY0.REC pfrm09 PsN: D12JY0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — DAILY DIGEST D729July 12, 2000

Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a letter from the
Speaker wherein he designated Representative Gut-
knecht to act as Speaker pro tempore for today.
                                                                                            Page H5847

Journal: The House agreed to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal of July 11 by a yea and nay vote of
354 yeas to 50 nays with 1 voting ‘‘present’’, Roll
No. 386.                                                    Pages H5847, H5850–51

Suspensions: The House agreed to suspend the rules
pass the following measures debated on July 11:

Acquisition of the Baca Ranch with the Valles
Caldera: S. 1892, to authorize the acquisition of the
Valles Caldera, to provide for an effective land and
wildlife management program for this resource with-
in the Department of Agriculture (passed by a re-
corded vote of 377 ayes to 45 noes, Roll No. 388)—
clearing the measure for the President;
                                                                                    Pages H5856–57

Barbara F. Vucanovich Post Office in Reno,
NV: H.R. 4169, to designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 2000 Vassar
Street in Reno, Nevada, as the ‘‘Barbara F. Vucano-
vich Post Office Building;’’ (passed by a recorded
vote of 418 ayes to 1 no, Roll No. 389) and
                                                                                    Pages H5857–58

Samuel H. Lacy, Sr. Post Office in Baltimore,
MD: H.R. 4447, to designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 919 West
34th Street in Baltimore, Maryland, as the ‘‘Samuel
H. Lacy, Sr. Post Office Building’’ (passed by a re-
corded vote of 412 ayes with none voting ‘‘ no’’,
Roll No. 393).                                                             Page H5881

Marriage Penalty Tax Elimination Reconciliation
Act: The House passed H.R. 4810, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to section 103(a)(1) of the
concurrent resolution on the budget for fiscal year
2001 by a recorded vote of 269 ayes to 159 noes,
Roll No. 392.                                                      Pages H5858–80

Rejected the Rangel motion to recommit the bill
to the Committee on Ways and Means with instruc-
tions to report it back with an amendment that
makes all tax reductions contingent on Medicare pre-
scription drug benefits and no on-budget deficit by
a recorded vote of 197 ayes to 230 noes, Roll No.
391.                                                                           Pages H5877–79

Rejected the Rangel amendment in the nature of
a substitute that increases the standard deduction for
joint returns so that it is equal to twice the standard
deduction for single taxpayers; adjusts the alternative
minimum tax so that it would not disallow the full
benefit of the increase in the standard deduction; in-
creases the income level at which the earned income
credit (EIC) begins to phase out and repeals the re-
duction in the EIC by the amount of the minimum

tax by a recorded vote of 198 ayes to 228 noes, Roll
No. 390.                                                                 Pages H5868–77

Agreed to H. Res. 545, the rule that provided for
consideration of the bill by a yea and nay vote of
407 yeas to 16 nays, Roll No. 387.         Pages H5851–56

Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture: Read a letter from Chairman Shuster wherein
he transmitted copies of resolutions approved by the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure on
June 21—referred to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.                                                                         Pages H5881–82

Send to Conference—DOD Appropriations: The
House disagreed to the Senate amendments to H.R.
4576, making appropriations for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2001 and agreed to a conference. Appointed as con-
ferees: Chairman Young of Florida and Representa-
tives Lewis of California, Skeen, Hobson, Bonilla,
Nethercutt, Istook, Cunningham, Dickey, Freling-
huysen, Obey, Murtha, Dicks, Sabo, Dixon, Vis-
closky, and Moran of Virginia.                           Page H5923

Agreed to close portions of the conference when
classified information is under consideration by a yea
and nay vote of 407 yeas to 7 nays, Roll No. 395.
                                                                                    Pages H5023–24

Foreign Operations Appropriations: The House
completed general debate and began considering
amendments to H.R. 4811, making appropriations
for foreign operations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2001.                                              Pages H5882–H5923, H5924–53

Agreed To:
Sherman amendment that increases funding for

disease programs related to HIV/AIDS by $10 mil-
lion and decreases funding for the World Bank
International Development Association accordingly;
                                                                                    Pages H5941–42

Amendments Offered and Debated:
Waters amendment No. 27 printed in the Con-

gressional Record that seeks to increase funding for
the Heavily Indebted Poor Country (HIPC) Trust
Fund by $155.6 million with offsets of $82.5 mil-
lion from Export-Import Bank direct loan programs,
$7 million from Export-Import Bank administrative
expenses, $5.3 million from international military
education and training programs, and $200 million
from the foreign military financing programs includ-
ing grants for Israel and Egypt;                         Page H5926

Lee amendment that seeks to increase funding for
child survival and disease programs related to HIV/
AIDS by $42 million and decrease foreign military
financing program grants accordingly;    Pages H5933–39

Point of Order Sustained Against:
Pelosi amendment that sought to increase funding

available for the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries
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Trust Fund of the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development by $210 million for FY
2000 and $179.6 million for FY 2001;
                                                                                    Pages H5904–23

Proviso on pages 11 and 12 dealing with the
Microenterprise Initiative;                                     Page H5943

Payne amendment that sought to make available
$720 million for the Development Fund for Africa
from the amount appropriated for Development As-
sistance;                                                                   Pages H5948–51

Payne amendment that sought to make available
$500,000 for a grant to the Office of the Facilitator
of the National Dialogue for the peace process in the
Democratic Republic of the Congo;         Pages H5950–51

Jackson-Lee amendment that sought to increase
funding for peacekeeping operations in Africa by
$10 million and decrease funding for international
disaster assistance accordingly;                    Pages H5951–53

Withdrawn:
Burton amendment No. 4 printed in the Congres-

sional Record was offered and withdrawn that sought
to increase Colombian National Police funding by
$99.5 million with funding offsets from the Export-
Import Bank and Bilateral Economic Assistance pro-
grams;                                                                      Pages H5924–26

Brown of Ohio amendment was offered and with-
drawn that sought to increase funding for child sur-
vival and disease programs related to tuberculosis by
$40 million and decrease the Asian Development
Fund accordingly;                                              Pages H5939–41

Roemer amendment No. 18 printed in the Con-
gressional Record was offered and withdrawn that
sought to increase funding for Microenterprise loans
for the poor by $15 million with offsets from other
Bilateral Economic Assistance programs;
                                                                                    Pages H5943–45

Smith of Michigan amendment was offered and
withdrawn that sought to make available $30 mil-
lion for plant biotechnology research and develop-
ment;                                                                        Pages H5945–46

Sanders amendment No. 20 printed in the Con-
gressional Record was offered and withdrawn that
sought to increase funding for programs to assist
women and children who are victims of international
trafficking by $2.5 million and decrease Inter-
national Military Education and Training funding
accordingly;                                                           Pages H5946–48

Agreed to H. Res. 546, the rule that provided for
consideration of the bill by a yea and nay vote of
225 yeas to 199 nays, Roll No. 394.      Pages H5882–89

Order of Business—Foreign Operations Appro-
priations: Agreed that no further amendments shall
be in order except (1) pro forma amendments offered
by the Chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations or their designees
for the purpose of debate; (2) two amendments de-

batable for 60 minutes, either amendment No. 11 or
amendment No. 15 printed in the Congressional
Record and the Lee amendment regarding the Child
Survival and Disease Program; (3) two amendments
debatable for 30 minutes, amendment No. 28 print-
ed in the Congressional Record and the Payne
amendment regarding Development Assistance;
                                                                                    Pages H5932–33

(4) Three amendments debatable for 20 minutes,
either amendment No. 5 or amendment No. 6 print-
ed in the Congressional Record, Jackson-Lee amend-
ment regarding conscription under the age of 18,
and amendment No. 18 printed in the Congressional
Record;                                                                    Pages H5932–33

(5) Thirty-three amendments debatable for 10
minutes, Bereuter amendment regarding North
Korea; Baker amendment regarding Panama; Smith
of Michigan amendment regarding biotechnology re-
search; Brown of Ohio amendment regarding Child
Survival and Disease Program fund; Brown of Ohio
amendment regarding the Tariff Act; Jackson-Lee of
Texas amendment regarding Peacekeeping Oper-
ations; Jackson-Lee of Texas amendment regarding
Economic Support Fund, Payne amendment regard-
ing Congo; Payne amendment regarding Sanctions
against Angola;                                                    Pages H5932–33

Payne amendment regarding Peacekeeping Oper-
ations; Payne amendment regarding Sudan; Payne
amendment regarding Restrictions on Assistance to
Governments Destabilizing Angola, Menendez
amendment regarding Peru; Filner amendment re-
garding Economic Support Fund; Conyers amend-
ment regarding Section 558; Capuano amendment
regarding Armenia-Azerbaijan Peace and Democracy
Initiative; Capuano amendment regarding Termi-
nation of Unilateral Agricultural or Medical Sanc-
tions; Nadler amendment regarding Honor Crimes;
Jackson of Illinois amendment regarding the African
Development Bank; Latham amendment regarding
International Financial Institution Loans; Kaptur
amendment regarding the Ukraine; Sherman amend-
ment regarding Child Survival; and amendments
numbered 7, 9, 13 ,16, 17, 19, 20, 23, 24, 25, and
26.                                                                              Pages H5932–33

Meeting Hour—Thursday, July 13: Agreed that
when the House adjourns this legislative day it ad-
journ to meet at 9 a.m. on Thursday, July 13.
                                                                                            Page H5953

Amendments: Amendments ordered printed pursu-
ant to the rule appear on pages H5956–59.
Quorum Calls—Votes: Four yea and nay votes and
six recorded votes developed during the proceedings
of the House today and appear on pages H5851,
H5856, H5856–57, H5857–58, H5877, H5879–80,
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H5880–81, H5881, H5888–89, and H5923–24.
There were no quorum calls.
Adjournment: The House met at 9 a.m. and ad-
journed at 1:25 a.m. on Thursday, July 13.

Committee Meetings
FEDERAL FARM POLICY
Committee on Agriculture: Held a hearing to review
federal farm policy. Testimony was heard from pub-
lic witnesses.

Hearings continue July 19.

REVISED SUBALLOCATION OF BUDGET
ALLOCATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Ordered reported a report
on the revised suballocation of budget allocations for
fiscal year 2001.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA BUDGET
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on the
District of Columbia held a hearing on Fiscal Year
2001 District of Columbia Budget. Testimony was
heard from the following officials of the District of
Columbia: Anthony A. Williams, Mayor; and Linda
M. Cropp, Chairman, Council; and Alice M. Rivlin,
Chairman, D.C. Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority.

MEDICARE AND MEDICAID—PAYMENT
ERRORS
Committee on the Budget: Health Task Force held a
hearing on Blowing Smoke on the Invisible Man,
Measuring Fraud, Payment Errors in Medicare and
Medicaid. Testimony was heard from the following
officials of the GAO: Gloria L. Jarmon, Director,
Civil Audits; and William D. Hamel, Special Agent;
Penny Thompson, Director, Program Integrity
Group, Health Care Financing Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services; and Robb
Miller, Inspector General, Department of Public
Aid, State of Illinois.

DOE’S MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Committee on the Budget: Natural Resources and the
Environment Task Force held a hearing on Depart-
ment of Energy Management Practices. Testimony
was heard from the following officials of the Depart-
ment of Energy: Carolyn Huntoon, Assistant Sec-
retary, Environmental Management; and Brig. Gen.
Thomas Giocanda, USAF, Acting Deputy Adminis-
trator, Defense Programs; and Gary Jones, Associate
Director, Energy Resources and Science, GAO.

COMMODITY FUTURES MODERNIZATION
ACT
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Finance and
Hazardous Materials held a hearing on H.R. 4541,
Commodity Futures Modernization Act of 2000.
Testimony was heard from Arthur Levitt, Chairman,
SEC; C. Robert Paul, General Counsel, Commodity
Futures Trading Commission; Patrick M. Parkinson,
Associate Director, Division of Research and Statis-
tics, Board of Governors, Federal Reserve System;
and Lewis A. Sachs, Assistant Secretary, Financial
Markets, Department of the Treasury.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on
Government Management, Information, and Tech-
nology held a hearing on the following measures:
Federal Property Asset Management Reform Act;
and H.R. 3285, Federal Asset Management Improve-
ment Act of 1999. Testimony was heard from Rep-
resentative Sessions; the following officials of the
GSA: David Barram, Administrator; and David L.
Bibb, Deputy Associate Administrator, Office of
Governmentwide Policy; Bernie Ungar, Director,
Governmentwide Business Operations Issues, GAO;
Rear Adm. Ronald F. Silva, USCG, Assistant Com-
mandant, Systems and Chief Engineer, U.S. Coast
Guard, Department of Transportation; and public
witnesses.

HEPATITIS C: VA HEALTH CARE SYSTEM
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on
National Security, Veterans’ Affairs and International
Relations held a hearing on Hepatitis C: Access,
Testing and Treatment in the VA Health Care Sys-
tem. Testimony was heard from the following offi-
cials of the Department of Veterans Affairs: Thomas
Holohan, M.D., Chief, Patient Care Services, Vet-
erans Health Administration; Frank Iber, M.D., Gas-
troenterologist, Hines VA Medical Center; Samuel B.
Ho, M.D., Staff Physician, Minneapolis VA Medical
Center; and Norbert Brau, M.D., Staff Physician,
Bronx VA Medical Center; and public witnesses.

GLOBAL TERRORISM
Committee on International Relations: Held a hearing on
Global Terrorism: South Asia-The New Locus. Testi-
mony was heard from the following officials of the
Department of State: Michael A. Sheehan, Ambas-
sador-at-Large, Coordinator for Counterterrorism;
and Alan W. Eastham, Jr., Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary, Bureau of South Asian Affairs.

OVERSIGHT—CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION—
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution held an oversight hearing on the Civil
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Rights Division of the Department of Justice. Testi-
mony was heard from Bill Lann Lee, Acting Assist-
ant Attorney General, Civil Rights Division, Depart-
ment of Justice.

CONTEMPT OF CONGRESS ISSUES;
OVERSIGHT—OFFICE OF INSULAR AFFAIRS
Committee on Resources: Approved a motion to sustain
rulings by Chairman Don Young on objections to
the production of records subject to subpoenas issued
by Chairman Don Young under the authority of a
resolution adopted by the Committee on Resources
on June 9, 1999, which objections were raised by
Robert A. Berman, Henry M. Banta, Danielle Brian
Stockton, Keith Rutter, and the Project on Govern-
ment Oversight.

The Committee also held an oversight hearing on
Office of Insular Affairs, U.S. Department of the In-
terior. Testimony was heard from the following offi-
cials of the Department of the Interior: Earl E.
Devaney, Inspector General; and Ferdinand Aranza,
Director, Office of Insular Affairs; and Allen
Stayman, Office of Compact Negotiator, E.A.P., De-
partment of State.

VETERANS LEGISLATION
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Subcommittee on Bene-
fits held a hearing on the following bills: H.R.
4765, 21st Century Veterans Employment and
Training Act; and H.R. 3256, Veterans’ Right to
Know Act. Testimony was heard from Representa-
tives Pascrell and Doyle; Joseph Thompson, Under
Secretary, Benefits, Veterans Benefits Administra-
tion, Department of Veterans Affairs; Espiridion
Borrego, Assistant Secretary, Veterans’ Employment
and Training, Department of Labor; Alan Gibson,
Disabled Veteran Outreach Program Specialist, State
of Missouri; James H. Hartman, Director, Veterans
Employment and Training Service, State of New
York; Stephen A. Horton, Manager, Employment Se-
curity Program Services, Department of Industrial
Relations, State of Alabama; and public witnesses.

Hearings continue tomorrow.
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY,
JULY 13, 2000

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Energy

and Water Development, business meeting to mark up
H.R. 4733, making appropriations for energy and water
development for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2001, 2 p.m., SD–124.

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: busi-
ness meeting to mark up S. 2107, to amend the Securi-

ties Act of 1933 and the Securities Exchange Act of 1934
to reduce securities fees in excess of those required to
fund the operations of the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission, to adjust compensation provisions for employees
of the Commission; S. 2266, to provide for the minting
of commemorative coins to support the 2002 Salt Lake
Olympic Winter Games and the programs of the United
States Olympic Committee; S. 2453, to authorize the
President to award a gold medal on behalf of Congress
to Pope John Paul II in recognition of his outstanding
and enduring contributions to humanity; S. 2459, to pro-
vide for the award of a gold medal on behalf of the Con-
gress to former President Ronald Reagan and his wife
Nancy Reagan in recognition of their service to the Na-
tion; S. 2101, to promote international monetary stability
and to share seigniorage with officially dollarized coun-
tries; and a committee print of a substitute amendment
to H.R. 3046, to preserve limited Federal agency report-
ing requirements on banking and housing matters to fa-
cilitate congressional oversight and public accountability,
10 a.m., SD–538.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: business
meeting to consider pending calendar business; to be fol-
lowed by oversight hearings to examine American gaso-
line supply problems, 9:30 a.m., SD–366.

Subcommittee on National Parks, Historic Preserva-
tion, and Recreation, to hold hearings on S. 2294, to es-
tablish the Rosie the Riveter-World War II Home Front
National Historical Park in the State of California; S.
2331, to direct the Secretary of the Interior to recalculate
the franchise fee owed by Fort Sumter Tours, Inc., a con-
cessioner providing services to Fort Sumter National
Monument, South Carolina; and S. 2598, to authorize ap-
propriations for the United States Holocaust Memorial
Museum, 2:30 p.m., SD–366.

Committee on Governmental Affairs: Subcommittee on
International Security, Proliferation and Federal Services,
to hold hearings to examine the annual report of the
Postmaster General, 2 p.m., SD–342.

Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: Sub-
committee on Employment, Safety and Training, to hold
hearings to examine ergonomics and health care, 9:30
a.m., SD–430.

Select Committee on Intelligence: to hold closed hearings on
pending intelligence matters, 2:30 p.m., SH–219.

House
Committee on Agriculture, Subcommittee on Livestock

and Horticulture, hearing to review the agricultural con-
sequences of banning methyl bromide, 10 a.m., 1300
Longworth.

Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia, to mark up the District of Columbia
appropriations for fiscal year 2001, 2 p.m., H–144 Cap-
itol.

Committee on Armed Services, Special Oversight Panel on
Terrorism, hearing on terrorism and threats to U.S. inter-
ests in the Middle East, 10 a.m., 2212 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Military Personnel, hearing on De-
partment of Defense management of the Anthrax Vaccine
Immunization Program, 10 a.m., 2118 Rayburn.
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Committee on Commerce, to mark up the following bills:
H.R. 2944, Electricity Competition and Reliability Act
of 1999; and H.R. 4807, Ryan White CARE Act
Amendments of 2000, 10 a.m., 2123 Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform, Subcommittee on Gov-
ernment Management, Information, and Technology,
hearing on H.R. 4012, Construction Quality Assurance
Act of 2000, 10 a.m., 2154 Rayburn.

Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on Commer-
cial and Administrative Law, to mark up H.R. 534, Fair-
ness and Voluntary Arbitration Act, 10 a.m., B–352 Ray-
burn.

Subcommittee on Courts and Intellectual Property,
oversight hearing on Gene Patents and Other Genomic
Inventions, 9:30 a.m., 2141 Rayburn,

Subcommittee on Crime, hearing on the following
bills: H.R. 4423, Probation Officers’ Protection Act of
2000; and H.R. 3484, Child Sex Crimes Wiretapping
Act of 1999, 10 a.m., 2237 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Crime, oversight hearing on the U.S.
Marshals Service, 1:30 p.m., 2237 Rayburn.

Committee on Resources, Subcommittee on National
Parks, and Public Lands, hearing on the following bills:
H.R. 2752, Lincoln County Land Act of 1999; H.R.
4312, Upper Housatonic National Heritage Area Study
Act of 2000; H.R. 4613, National Historic Lighthouse
Preservation Act of 2000; and H.R. 4721, to provide for
all right, title, and interest in and to certain property in
Washington County, Utah, to be vested in the United
States, 10 a.m., 1324 Longworth.

Subcommittee on Water and Power, oversight hearing
on the Bureau of Reclamation’s Title XVI program, 2
p.m., 1324 Longworth.

Committee on Science, Subcommittee on Energy and Envi-
ronment, hearing on Strengthening Science at the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency-National Research
Council Findings, 2 p.m., 2318 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Technology, hearing to review the
Morella Commission Report: Recommendations to At-
tract Women and Minorities Into Science, Engineering
and Technology, 10:30 a.m., 2318 Rayburn.

Committee on Small Business, Subcommittee on Tax, Fi-
nance, and Exports, hearing on the impact of banning
snowmobiles inside National Parks on small business, 10
a.m., 2360 Rayburn.

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, to mark
up the Water Resources Development Act of 2000, 2
p.m., 2167 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Water Resources, to mark up the
Water Resources Development Act of 2000, 10 a.m.,
2167 Rayburn.

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, Subcommittee on Bene-
fits, to continue hearings on the following bills: H.R.
4765, 21st Century Veterans Employment and Training
Act; and H.R. 3256, Veterans’ Right to Know Act, 9
a.m., 334 Cannon.

Committee on Ways and Means, to mark up the following
measures: the Comprehensive Retirement Security and
Pension Reform Act; and H.J. Res. 103, disapproving the
extension of the waiver authority contained in section
402(c) of the Trade Act of 1974 with respect to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, 1 p.m., 1100 Longworth.

Subcommittee on Social Security, hearing on Chal-
lenges Facing Social Security Disability Programs in the
21st Century, 10 a.m., B–318 Rayburn.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

8:30 a.m., Thursday, July 13

Senate Chamber

Program for Thursday: Senate will begin consideration
of H.R. 8, Death Tax Elimination Act.

At 9:30 a.m., Senate will continue consideration of S.
2549, Defense Authorization, with votes to occur on cer-
tain amendments proposed thereto and on final disposi-
tion; following which, Senate will continue consideration
of H.R. 8, Death Tax Elimination Act.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

9 a.m., Thursday, July 13

House Chamber

Program for Thursday: Consideration of H.R. 4811,
Foreign Operations Appropriations, FY 2001.
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